6560- 50-P
ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
40 CFR Parts 63 and 429
[ OAR- 2002- 0048, FRL- ]
RI'N 2060- AG52
Nat i onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants:
Pl ywood and Conposite Wod Products; Effluent Limtations
Gui del i nes and Standards for the Tinber Products Point
Source Category; List of Hazardous Air Pollutants, Lesser
Quantity Designations, Source Category List
AGENCY: Environnental Protection Agency (EPA).
ACTI ON:  Final rules.
SUMMARY: This action pronul gates national em ssion
standards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for the
pl ywood and conposite wood products (PCWP) source
category under the Clean Air Act (CAA) and revisions to
the effluent limtations, guidelines and standards for
the tinber products processing source category under the
Cl ean Water Act (CwWA).

The EPA has determ ned that the PCWP source category
contains maj or sources of hazardous air pollutants (HAP),
i ncluding, but not limted to, acetal dehyde, acrol ein,

f or mal dehyde, nethanol, phenol, and propi onal dehyde.
These HAP are associated with a variety of adverse health

ef fects. These adverse health effects include chronic

health disorders (e.g., damage to nasal nenbranes,
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gastrointestinal irritation) and acute health disorders
(e.g., irritation of eyes, throat, and nucous nmenbranes,
di zzi ness, headache, and nausea). Three of the six
primary HAP em tted have been classified as probable or
possi bl e human carci nogens. This action will inplenent
section 112(d) of the CAA by requiring all major sources
subject to the final rule to neet HAP em ssi on standards
reflecting the application of the maxi num achi evabl e
control technology (MACT). The final rule will reduce
HAP em ssions fromthe PCWP source category by
approximately 5,900 to 9,900 negagrans per year (M yr)
(6,600 to 11,000 tons per year (tons/yr)). In addition
the final rule will reduce em ssions of volatile organic
conpounds (VOC) by 13,000 to 25,000 Myg/yr (14,000 to
27,000 tons/yr).

The EPA is also anending the effluent |limtations,
gui delines and standards for the tinber products
processi ng point source category codified at 40 CFR part
429, subpart B (veneer subcategory), subpart C (pl ywood
subcat egory), subpart D (dry process hardboard
subcat egory), and subpart M (particleboard
manuf acturing). The anmendnents adjust the definition of

process wastewater found at 40 CFR 429.11(c) to exclude
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certain sources of wastewater generated by air pollution
control devices expected to be installed to conply with
the final PCWP NESHAP.

The EPA is also anending the list of categories that
was devel oped pursuant to section 112(c) (1) of the CAA.
The EPA is delisting a lowrisk subcategory of the PCW
source category. This action is being taken in part to
respond to coments submtted by the American Forest &
Paper Associ ation (AF&PA) and in part upon the
Adm ni strator’s own notion, pursuant to section 112(c)(9)
of the CAA. This action is based on EPA's eval uation of
the available information concerning the potenti al
hazards from exposure to HAP emtted by PCWP affected
sources, and includes a detailed rationale for renoving
low-risk PCWP affected sources fromthe source category
list.

EFFECTI VE DATE: The final NESHAP and the amendnents to
the effluent guidelines are effective [INSERT DATE 60
DAYS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE

FEDERAL REG STER]. The incorporation by reference of

certain publications listed in the final NESHAP is
approved by the director of the Ofice of the Federal

Regi ster as of [INSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER DATE OF



4

PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE IN THE EEDERAL REG STER].

ADDRESSES: Docket nunbers OAR-2003-0048 and A-98-44,
cont ai ni ng supporting docunentation used in devel opnent
of this action, are available for public viewing at the
EPA Docket Center (Air Docket), EPA West, Room B-108,
1301 Constitution Avenue, NW Washi ngton, DC 20460.

These dockets al so contain docunentation supporting the
anmendnments to 40 CFR part 429.

FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: For further information
concerning applicability and rule determ nations, contact
the appropriate State or | ocal agency representative. |If
no State or |ocal representative is avail able, contact

t he EPA Regional O fice staff listed in 40 CFR 63. 13.

For information concerning the anal yses perfornmed in
devel oping the final rule, contact Ms. Mary Tom Ki ssel |,
Wast e and Chem cal Processes G oup, Em ssion Standards

Di vision (C439-03), U S. EPA, Research Triangle Park,
North Carolina 27711, tel ephone nunber (919) 541-4516,
electronic mail (e-mail) address “kissell.mry@pa. gov.”
For information concerning test nethods, sanpling, and
monitoring information, contact M. Gary MAlister,

Sour ce Measurenent Anal ysis Group, Em ssion Monitoring

and Anal ysis Division (D243-02), U S. EPA, Research
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Triangl e Park, North Carolina 27711, tel ephone nunber
(919) 541-1062, e-mail address “ntalister.gary@pa.gov.”
For information concerning
the econonmi c inpacts and benefit analysis, contact M.
Larry Sorrels, Innovative Strategies and Econom cs G oup,
Air Quality Strategies and Standards Division (C339-01),
U.S. EPA, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711
t el ephone nunmber (919) 541-5041, emmil address
“sorrels.larry@pa.gov.” For information concerning the
ef fl uent gui delines, contact M. Donal d Anderson,
Engi neering and Analysis Division (4303T), U.S. EPA, 1200
Pennsyl vani a Avenue, N. W, Washi ngton, DC 20460,
t el ephone nunber (202) 566-1021,
“ander son. donal df @pa. gov.”

SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORMATI ON: Regul ated Entities.

Categories and entities potentially regulated by this

action include:

Cat egory Rul e SIC NAI CS Exanpl es of regul ated
code? codeP entities
I ndustry NESHAP 2421 321999 Sawnills with |unber kilns
2435 321211 Har dwood pl ywood and veneer
pl ant s
2436 321212 Sof t wood pl ywood and veneer
pl ants




2493 321219 Reconstituted wood products
(particl eboard, nedium
density fiberboard,
hardboard, fiberboard, and
ori ented strandboard pl ants)

2439 321213 Structural Wod Menbers, Not
El sewhere O assified
(engi neered wood products

pl ant s)
Ef f | uent 2436 321212 Sof t wood pl ywood and veneer
Qui del i nes pl ants
2493 321219 Reconstituted wood products

(particl eboard, medium
density fiberboard,

har dboard, fiberboard, and
oriented strandboard pl ants)

aStandard I ndustrial dassification.
PNorth Anerican Industrial Cassification System

This table is not intended to be exhaustive, but
rat her provides a guide for readers regarding entities
likely to be regulated by this action. To determ ne
whet her your facility is regulated by this action, you
shoul d exam ne the applicability criteria in 863.2231 of
the final rule. |If you have any questions regarding the
applicability of this action to a particular entity,
consult the person listed in the preceding FOR FURTHER
| NFORMATI ON CONTACT secti on.

Docket. The EPA has established an official public
docket for this action including both Docket |ID No.
OAR- 2003- 0048 and Docket I D No. A-98-44. The official

public docket consists of the docunents specifically
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referenced in this action, any public comments received,
and other information related to this action. All itens
may not be listed under both docket nunmbers, so
interested parties should inspect both docket nunmbers to
ensure that they have received all materials relevant to
this rule. Although a part of the official docket, the
public docket does not include Confidential Business
| nformati on or other information whose disclosure is
restricted by statute. The official public docket is
avai l abl e for public view ng at the EPA Docket Center
(Air Docket), EPA West, Room B-102, 1301 Constitution
Avenue, NW Washi ngton, DC. The EPA Docket Center Public
Readi ng Roomis open from8:30 a.m to 4:30 p. m, Mnday
t hrough Friday, excluding |egal holidays. The telephone
nunber for the Public Reading Roomis (202) 566-1744, and
t he tel ephone number for the Air Docket is (202)
566-1742.

El ectronic Access. You may access this Federal Register

docunment el ectronically through the EPA |Internet under

the Federal Register listings at
http://ww. epa. gov/fedrgstr/. You may al so access a copy
of this docunment through the Technol ogy Transfer Network

(TTN) at http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/atw plypart/plypart.htm .
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An el ectronic version of the public docket is avail able
t hrough EPA' s el ectronic public docket and comrent
system EPA Dockets. You nmay use EPA Dockets at
http://ww. epa. gov. edocket/ to view public coments,
access the index listing of the contents of the official
publ i c docket, and access those docunents in the public
docket that are available electronically. Although not
all docket materials may be avail able electronically, you
may still access any of the publicly avail abl e docket
mat eri als through the docket facility identified above.
Once in the system select “search,” then key in the
appropri ate docket identification nunber.

Judicial Review. Under section 307(b)(1) of the CAA,

judicial review of the standards and limtations of the
final rule is available only by filing a petition for
reviewin the U S. Court of Appeals for the District of
Col unmbia Circuit by [INSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER

PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REG STER] .

Under section 307(d)(7)(B) of the CAA, only an objection
to the final rule that was raised with reasonable
specificity during the period for public comment can be
rai sed during judicial review. Under section 509(b)(1)

of the CWA, judicial review of today’s effl uent
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[imtations guidelines and standards is available in the
United States Court of Appeals by filing a petition for
review within 120 days fromthe date of pronul gation of
t hose guidelines and standards. |In accordance with 40
CFR 23.2, the water portion of today’ s final rule shal
be consi dered pronul gated for the purposes of judicial
review at 1:00 pm Eastern tine on [| NSERT DATE 14 DAYS
AFTER PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL

REGI STER]. Moreover, under section 307(b)(2) of the CAA
and section 509(b)(2) of the CWA, the requirenents
established by the final rule may not be chall enged
separately in any civil or crimnal proceedings brought
by EPA to enforce the requirenents.

Qutline. The information presented in this preanmble is
organi zed as foll ows:
I nt roducti on

VWhat is the source of authority for devel opnent of
oday’ s regul ati ons?
What criteria are used in the devel opnment of NESHAP?
How was the final rule devel oped?
VWhat are the health effects of the pollutants enmtted
romthe PCWP industry?

| ncorporation by Reference of NCASI Test Methods

| ncorporati on by Reference of ASTM Test Met hod
Summary of the Final Rule
What process units are subject to the final rule?
What pollutants are regulated by the final rule?
What are the conpliance options?
VWhat operating requirenments are in the final rule?

What are the work practice requirenents?
When nust | conply with the final rule?

o>
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G How do | denobnstrate initial conpliance with the
final rule?

H.  How do | denpbnstrate continuous conpliance with the
final rule?

|. How do | denonstrate that ny affected source is part
of the I owrisk subcategory?

[11. Summary of Environmental, Energy, and Econom c

How many facilities are inpacted by the final rule?
What are the air quality inpacts?
What are the water quality inpacts?
the solid waste inpacts?
What are the energy inpacts?
What are the cost inpacts?
What are the econom c inpacts?
VWhat are the social costs and benefits?
Summary of Responses to Maj or Comments and Changes
o the Plywood and Conposite Wod Products NESHAP

ITOMmMoOOw>
2
2
o

<

A. Applicability

B. Overlap with O her Rules

C. Amendnents to the Effluent Cuidelines for Tinber
Products Processing

D. Existing Source MACT

E. New Source MACT

F. Definition of Control Device

G Conpliance Options

H. Testing and Monitoring Requirenments

|. Routine Control Device Miintenance Exenption (RCDME)
J. Startup, Shutdown, and Mal function (SSM

K. Risk-based Approaches

V. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews

A. Executive Order 12866: Regulatory Pl anni ng and

Revi ew

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

C. Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

F. Executive Order 13175: Consultation and Coordi nation

Wth Indian Tribal Governnents
G Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from
Environnmental Health & Safety Risks
H.  Executive Order 13211: Actions that Significantly
Af fect Energy Supply, Distribution, or Use
. National Technol ogy Transfer and Advancenent Act
J. Congressional Review Act
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| . Introduction

A. What is the source of authority for devel opnent of

today's requl ati ons?

Section 112(c) of the CAA requires us to |ist
cat egori es and subcategories of major sources and area
sources of HAP and to establish NESHAP for the listed
source categories and subcategories. The PCWP source
category was originally listed as the plywood and
particl eboard source category on July 16, 1992 (57 FR
31576). The name of the source category was changed to
pl ywood and conposite wood products on Novenber 18, 1999
(64 FR 63025), to nore accurately reflect the types of
manuf acturing facilities covered by the source category.
I n addition, when we proposed the PCWP rule on January 9,
2003 (68 FR 1276), we broadened the scope of the source
category to include lunmber kilns |ocated at stand-al one
kil n-dried [umber manufacturing facilities or at any
other type of facility. Mjor sources of HAP are those
t hat have the potential to emt 9.1 Mg/yr (10 tons/yr) or
more of any one HAP or 22.3 My/yr (25 tons/yr) or nore of
any conbi nati on of HAP.

Section 112(d) of the CAA directs us to adopt em ssion

standards for categories and subcategories of HAP
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sources. In cases where em ssion standards are not

feasi ble, section 112(h) of the CAA allows us to devel op
desi gn, equi pment, work practice, and/or operational
standards. The collection of conpliance options,
operating requirenents, and work practice requirenments in
today’s final rule nmake up the em ssion standards and
wor k practice standards for the PCW NESHAP.

We are pronul gating the anendnments to 40 CFR part 429
under the authority of sections 301, 304, 306, 307, 308,
402, and 501 of the CWA

Section 112(c)(9) of the CAA allows us to delete
cat egori es and subcategories fromthe list of HAP sources
to be subject to MACT standards under section 112(d) of
the CAA, if certain substantive criteria are net. (The
EPA construes this authority to apply to listed
subcat egori es because doing so is logical in the context
of the general regulatory schene established by the
statute, and is reasonable since section 112(c)(9)(B)(ii)
expressly refers to subcategories.) To delete a category
or subcategory the Adm nistrator nust make an initi al
denonstration that no source in the category or
subcategory: (1) emts carcinogens in anmpbunts that nmay

result in a lifetime cancer risk exceeding one in a
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mllion to the individual nost exposed; (2) emts
noncar ci nogens in amunts that exceed a | evel which is
adequate to provide an anple margin of safety to protect
public health; and (3) emts any HAP or conbi nati on of
HAP in amounts that will result in an adverse
environnental effect, as defined by section 112(a)(7) of
t he CAA.

B. What criteria are used in the devel opnent of NESHAP?

Section 112(d) (1) of the CAA requires that we
establ i sh NESHAP for the control of HAP from both new and
exi sting major sources. Section 112(d)(2) of the CAA
requires the NESHAP to reflect the maxi num degree of
reduction in em ssions of HAP that is achievable. This
| evel of control is commonly referred to as the MACT

The MACT floor is the m nimum control |evel all owed
for NESHAP and is defined under section 112(d)(3) of the
CAA. I n essence, the MACT floor ensures that the
standard is set at a |level that ensures that all mgjor
sources achieve a level of control at |east as stringent
as that already achieved by the better-controlled and
| ower-emtting sources in each source category or
subcategory. For new sources, the MACT fl oor cannot be

| ess stringent than the em ssion control that is achieved
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in practice by the best-controlled simlar source. The
MACT standards for existing sources can be |ess stringent
t han standards for new sources, but they cannot be |ess
stringent than the average em ssion |imtation achieved
by the best-performng 12 percent of existing sources in
the category or subcategory (or the best-performng 5
sources for categories or subcategories with fewer than
30 sources).

I n devel opi ng MACT under section 112(d)(2) of the CAA,
we must al so consider any control options that are nore
stringent than the floor. W may establish standards
nore stringent than the floor based on the consideration
of cost of achieving the em ssions reductions, any non-
air quality health and environnental inpacts, and energy
requi renents.

C. How was the final rule devel oped?

We proposed standards for PCW on January 9, 2003 (68
FR 1276). The preanble for the proposed standards
described the rationale for the proposed standards.
Public comments were solicited at the time of proposal.
The public comment period lasted from January 9, 2003, to
March 10, 2003. Industry representatives, regulatory

agenci es, environnental groups, and the general public
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were given the opportunity to conment on the proposed
rule and to provide additional information during the
public comrent period. W also offered at proposal the
opportunity for a public hearing concerning the proposed
rule, but no hearing was requested. We net with
st akehol ders on several occasions.

We received a total of 57 public coment letters on
t he proposed rule during the comment period. Comments
were submtted by industry trade associations, PCW
conpani es, State regul atory agencies, |ocal governnent
agenci es, and environnmental groups. Today’'s final rule
reflects our consideration of all of the coments
received during the comment period. Major public
comments on the proposed rule, along with our responses
to those coments, are summarized in this preanble.

D. What are the health effects of the pollutants emtted

fromthe PCWP industry?

The final rule protects air quality and pronotes the
public health by reduci ng em ssions of sone of the HAP
listed in section 112(b)(1) of the CAA. The organic HAP
from PCWP process units that have been detected in one or
nore em ssion tests include acetal dehyde, acetophenone,

acrol ein, benzene, biphenyl, brononmethane, carbon
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di sul fide, carbon tetrachloride, chloroform

chl oroet hane, chl oronethane, cresols, cunene, ethyl
benzene, formal dehyde, hydroqui none net hanol, nethyl ene
chl ori de, nethylene di phenyl diisocyanate (MDI), methyl
et hyl ketone (MEK), nethyl isobutyl ketone (M BK)

n- hexane, phenol, propional dehyde, styrene, tol uene,
xylenes, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, bis-(2-ethylhexyl

pht hal ate), 4-nethyl-2-pentanone, and di-n-butyl

pht hal ate. Many of these HAP are rarely detected and
occur infrequently. The predom nant organic HAP emtted
(i.e., those nost |likely to be emtted in detectable
gquantities and with high nass relative to other HAP) by
PCW facilities include acetal dehyde, acrolein,

f or mal dehyde, nethanol, phenol, and propi onal dehyde.
Exposure to these conmpounds has been denonstrated to
cause adverse health effects when present in
concentrations higher than those typically found in
anbient air. This section discusses the health effects
associated with the predom nant HAP emtted by the PCWP
i ndustry, as well as the health effects of the HAP
contributing the nmost to cancer and noncancer risks
associated with these PCW facilities(organic HAP and

sonme netal HAP) that nust be included in any



17
denonstration of eligibility for the lowrisk subcategory
of PCWP sour ces.

We do not have the necessary data on each PCWP
facility and the people living around each facility to
determ ne the actual popul ati on exposures to the HAP
emtted fromthese facilities and the potential health
effects. Qur screening assessnent, conducted using
heal t h-protective assunptions, indicates that potenti al
noncancer health inpacts were negligible to target organ
systens other than the central nervous and respiratory
systens. Furthernore, only acrolein and fornmal dehyde
showed the potential for acute exposures of any concern.
Therefore, noncancer effects other than those effecting
the central nervous or respiratory systens are not
expected to occur prior to or after regulation, and are
provi ded below only to illustrate the nature of the
contam nant’s effects at high dose. However, to the
extent the adverse effects do occur, today’ s final rule
woul d reduce en ssions by sources subject to the
st andards and subsequent exposures to such em ssions.

1. Acetal dehyde
Acet al dehyde is ubiquitous in the environment and may

be forned in the body fromthe breakdown of ethanol
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(ethyl alcohol). In humans, synptons of chronic
(long-term exposure to acetal dehyde resenbl e those of
al coholism Long-terminhal ati on exposure studies in
animls reported effects on the nasal epithelium and
mucous nenbranes, growh retardation, and increased
ki dney weight. We have classified acetal dehyde as a
pr obabl e human carci nogen (G oup B2) based on ani nmal
studi es that have shown nasal tunors in rats and
| aryngeal tunors in hanmsters.
2. Acrolein

Acute (short-term) inhalation exposure to acrolein my
result in upper respiratory tract irritation and
congestion. The mpjor effects fromchronic (long-term
i nhal ati on exposure to acrolein in humans consi st of
general respiratory congestion and eye, nose, and throat
irritation. Acrolein is a strong dermal irritant in
humans. We consider acrolein to be a possible human
carcinogen (Group C) based on |limted ani mal cancer data
suggesting an increased incidence of tunors in rats
exposed to acrolein in the drinking water.
3. Fornal dehyde

Both acute (short-term) and chronic (long-term

exposure to formal dehyde irritates the eyes, nose, and
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throat. Limted human studi es have reported an
associ ati on between fornmal dehyde exposure and | ung and
nasopharyngeal cancer. Animal inhalation studies have
reported an increased incidence of nasal squanous cel
cancer. We consider fornmal dehyde a probabl e human
carci nogen (Group B2).
4. Met hanol

Chronic (long-term exposure of humans to net hanol by
i nhal ation or ingestion may result in blurred vision,
headache, dizziness, and nausea. No information is
avai l abl e on the reproductive, devel opnental, or
carcinogenic effects of nethanol in humans. Birth
def ects have been observed in the offspring of rats and
m ce exposed to high concentrations of nethanol by
i nhal ati on. A nmet hanol inhalation study using rhesus
nonkeys reported a decrease in the |ength of pregnancy
and limted evidence of inpaired learning ability in
of fspring. We have not classified nethanol with respect
to carcinogenicity.
5. Phenol

Oral exposure to small anounts of phenol nay cause
irregul ar breathing and nuscul ar weakness. Anorexi a,

progressive weight |oss, diarrhea, vertigo, salivation,
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and a dark coloration of the urine have been reported in
chronically (long-term exposed humans. Gastrointestina
irritation and blood and liver effects have al so been
reported. No studies of devel opmental or reproductive
effects of phenol in humans are avail abl e, but ani mal
studi es have reported reduced fetal body weights, growth
retardation, and abnormal devel opnment in the offspring of
ani ml s exposed to relatively high doses of phenol by the
oral route. We have classified phenol in Goup D, not
classifiable as to human carci nogenicity.
6. Propional dehyde

Ani mal studies have reported that inhalation exposure
to high levels of propional dehyde results in anesthesia
and liver damage. No information is available on the
chronic (long-term, reproductive, devel opnental, or
carci nogenic effects of propional dehyde in aninmals or
humans. We have not cl assified propional dehyde for
carci nogenicity.
7. Arsenic

Chronic (long-term inhal ati on exposure to inorganic
arsenic in humans is associated with irritation of the
skin and mucous nenbranes. Hunman data suggest a

rel ati onshi p between inhal ati on exposure of wonmen worKki ng



21

at or living near netal snelters and an increased risk of
reproductive effects. Inorganic arsenic exposure in
humans by the inhal ati on route has been shown to be
strongly associated with lung cancer. W have classified
i norganic arsenic as a Group A, human carci nogen.
8. Beryllium

Chronic (long-term inhal ati on exposure of humans to
beryllium has been reported to cause chronic beryllium
di sease (berylliosis), in which granul omatous
(noncancerous) |l esions develop in the lung. Inhalation
exposure to beryllium has been denonstrated to cause | ung
cancer in rats and nonkeys. Human studies are |imted,
but suggest a causal rel ationship between beryllium
exposure and an increased risk of lung cancer. W have
classified berylliumas a Goup Bl, probable human
carci nogen, when inhaled; data are inadequate to
det erm ne whet her berylliumis carcinogenic when
i ngest ed.
9. Cadm um

Chronic (long-term inhalation or oral exposure to
cadmum | eads to a build-up of cadmumin the kidneys
t hat can cause ki dney di sease. Cadm um has been shown to

be a devel opnental toxicant at high doses in aninmals,
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resulting in fetal mal formati ons and other effects, but
no concl usive evidence exists in humans. Animal studies
have denonstrated an increase in lung cancer from
| ong-terminhal ati on exposure to cadm um W have
classified cadm umas a Group Bl, probable human
carci nogen when inhal ed; data are inadequate to determ ne
whet her cadm umis carcinogeni c when ingested.
10. Chrom um

Chromum may be emtted from PCW facilities in two
forms, trivalent chromum (chromiumIIl) or hexaval ent
chromum (chromum VI). The respiratory tract is the
maj or target organ for chromum VIl toxicity. Bronchitis,
decreased pul nonary function, pneunonia, and ot her
respiratory effects have been noted from chronic high
concentrati on exposure. Limted human studi es suggest
that chrom um VI inhal ati on exposure nmay be associ at ed
with conplications during pregnancy and childbirth, while
ani ml studies have not reported reproductive effects
frominhal ati on exposure to chromumVl. Human and
ani ml studies have clearly established that inhaled
chromum VI is a carcinogen, resulting in an increased
ri sk of lung cancer. W have classified chromumVl as a

Group A, human carcinogen by the inhalation exposure
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route.

Chromium 11l is nmuch less toxic than chromum VI. The
respiratory tract is also the major target organ for
chromumIll toxicity, simlar to chromumVl. Chrom um
Il is an essential elenment in humans, with a daily oral
i ntake of 50 to 200 m crograns per day (:g/d) recommended
for an adult. Data on adverse effects of high oral
exposures of chromuml1ll are not avail able for humans,
but a study with m ce suggests possi ble danage to the
mal e reproductive tract. W have not classified chrom um
11 for carcinogenicity.

11. Manganese

Heal th effects in humans have been associated with
bot h deficiencies and excess intakes of nmanganese.
Chronic (long-term exposure to low | evels of nmanganese
in the diet is considered to be nutritionally essenti al
in humans, with a recommended daily all owance of 2 to 5
mlligrams per day (nmg/d). Chronic inhalation exposure
to high levels of manganese by inhalation in humans
results primarily in central nervous system (CNS)
effects. Visual reaction tinme, hand steadi ness, and
eye- hand coordi nation were affected in

chronical |l y-exposed workers. [Inpotence and | oss of
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i bido have been noted in male workers afflicted with
mangani sm attri buted to high-dose inhal ation exposures.
We have cl assified manganese as Group D, not classifiable
as to human carcinogenicity.
12. N ckel

Ni ckel is an essential elenent in sonme ani mal species,
and it has been suggested it may be essential for human
nutrition. Nickel dermatitis, consisting of itching of
the fingers, hands, and forearnms, is the npbst conmon
effect in humans from chronic (long-term skin contact
with nickel. Respiratory effects have al so been reported
in humans frominhal ati on exposure to nickel. No
information is avail able regarding the reproductive or
devel opnental effects of nickel in humans, but aninal
studi es have reported such effects, although a consistent
dose-response rel ati onship has not been seen. The forns
of nickel which mght be emtted from PCW facilities
i ncl ude sol ubl e nickel, nickel subsulfide, and nicke
carbonyl. We have classified nickel refinery dust and
ni ckel subsul fide as Group A, human carci nogens, and
ni ckel carbonyl as a Group B2, probable human carci nogen,
by inhal ati on exposure. Human and ani mal studi es have

reported an increased risk of lung and nasal cancers from
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exposure to nickel refinery dusts and nickel subsulfide.
Ani mal inhal ati on studi es of sol uble nickel conmpounds
(i.e., nickel carbonyl) have reported [ung tunors.
13. Lead

El emental | ead may cause a variety of effects at | ow
oral or inhaled dose levels. Chronic (long-term
exposure to high levels of lead in humans results in
effects on the blood, CNS, blood pressure, and ki dneys.
Children are particularly sensitive to the chronic
effects of lead, with slowed cognitive devel opnent,
reduced growth, and other effects reported. Reproductive
effects, such as decreased sperm count in nmen and
spont aneous abortions in wonen, have been associated with
| ead exposure. The developing fetus is at particul ar
risk frommaternal |ead exposure, with [ow birth wei ght
and sl owed postnatal neurobehavi oral devel opnment not ed.
Human studi es are inconclusive regarding | ead exposure
and cancer, while animal studies have reported an
increase in kidney cancer from | ead exposure by the oral
route. We have classified |lead as a G oup B2, probable
human car ci nogen
14. MDI

The MDI has been observed to irritate the skin and



26

eyes of rabbits. Chronic (long-term) inhalation exposure
to MDI may cause asthma, dyspnea, and other respiratory
i mpai rnments in workers. We have classified MDI within
Group D, not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity.
15. Benzene

Chronic (long-term inhal ati on exposure has caused
various disorders in the blood, including reduced nunbers
of red blood cells. |Increased incidence of |eukem a
(cancer of the tissues that formwhite bl ood cells) has
been observed in humans occupationally exposed to
benzene. We have cl assified benzene as a G oup A known
human car ci nogen

E. | ncorporation by Reference of NCASI Test Met hods

Today’s final rule amends 40 CFR 63. 14 by revising
paragraph (f) to incorporate by reference two test
nmet hods devel oped by the National Council of the Paper
| ndustry for Air and Stream | nprovenent (NCASI): (1)
Met hod CI/WP-98.01, “Chilled I npinger Method for Use at
Wbod Products MIls to Measure Forml dehyde, Methanol,
and Phenol ”; and (2) NCASI Method I M CAN WP-99. 02,
“1 npi nger/ Cani ster Source Sanpling Method for Sel ected
HAPs and O her Conpounds at Wbod Products Facilities.”

These net hods are avail able from NCASI, Mthods Manual ,



27

P. O. Box 133318, Research Triangle Park, NC 27709-3318 or
at http://ww. ncasi.org. They are also available from

t he docket for the final rule (Docket Number OAR-2003-
0048 and Docket Nunber A-98-44). These docunents were
approved for incorporation by reference by the Director

of the Federal Reqister in accordance with 5 U. S.C.

552(a) and 1 CFR 51.

F. | ncor porati on by Reference of ASTM Test Mt hod

Today’s final rule anends 40 CFR 63. 14 by adding
par agraph (b)(39) to incorporate by reference a test
met hod devel oped by the Anmerican Society for Testing and
Materials (ASTM, ASTM D6348-03, “Standard Test Met hod
for Determ nation of Gaseous Conpounds by Extractive
Direct Interface Fourier TransformlInfrared (FTIR)
Spectroscopy.” This test nethod is available from ASTM
100 Barr Harbor Drive, Post O fice Box C700, West
Conshohocken, PA 19428-2959; or ProQuest, 300 North Zeeb
Road, Ann Arbor, M 48106. This docunment has been
approved for incorporation by reference by the Director

of the Federal Reqgister in accordance with 5 U. S.C.

552(a) and 1 CFR 51.
1. Summary of the Final Rule

A. \What process units are subject to the final rule?
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The final rule regul ates HAP em ssions from PCWP
facilities that are major sources. Plywod and conposite
wood products are manufactured by bondi ng wood materi al
(fibers, particles, strands, etc.) or agricultural fiber,
generally with resin under heat and pressure, to forma
structural panel or engi neered wood product. Plywod and
conposite wood products manufacturing facilities al so
include facilities that manufacture dry veneer and | unber
kilns | ocated at any facility. Plywood and conposite
wood products include (but are not limted to) plywood,
veneer, particleboard, oriented strandboard, hardboard,
fi berboard, medium density fiberboard, |anm nated strand
| umber, |am nated veneer |unmber, wood |-joists, kiln-
dried lunber, and glue-lam nated beans. Table 1 of this
preanble lists the process units at PCWP facilities and
i ndi cates which process units are subject to the contro
requirenents in today’'s final rule. “Process unit” neans
equi pnment classified according to its function such as a
bl ender, dryer, press, fornmer, or board cooler.

The affected source for the final rule is the
conmbi nation of all PCW manufacturing operations,
i ncludi ng PCWP process units, onsite storage of raw

materials, onsite wastewater treatnent operations
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associ ated with PCW manufacturing, and m scel | aneous
coating operations |ocated at a major source facility.
One of the inplications of this definition of affected
source is that the control requirenments, or “floor,” as
defined in section 112(d)(3), are determ ned for the
entire PCW facility. Therefore, except for |unmber kilns
not otherw se |ocated at PCWP facilities, the final rule
contains the control requirements that represent the MACT
| evel of control for the entire facility. For |unber
kil ns not otherw se |ocated at PCWP facilities, the final
rule contains the control requirenments that represent the
MACT | evel of control only for |unber Kkilns.

TABLE 1. PROCESS UNI TS THAT ARE SUBJECT TO THE FI NAL
CONTROL REQUI REMENTS

For the foll ow ng process Does today’s final rule

units. .. i nclude control requirenents
for...
Exi sting New af f ect ed
affected sour ces?
sour ces?

Sof t wood veneer dryers?; Yes Yes

primary tube dryers;
secondary tube dryers; rotary
strand dryers; conveyor
strand dryers; green rotary
dryers; hardboard ovens;
reconstituted wood product
presses; and pressurized
refiners

Press predryers; fiberboard No Yes
mat dryers; and board cool ers




30

Dry rotary dryers? veneer No No
redryers? softwood plywood
presses; hardwood pl ywood
presses; engi neered wood
products presses; hardwood
veneer dryers? humdifiers;
at nospheric refiners;

forners; blenders; rotary
agricultural fiber dryers
agricultural fiber board
presses; sanders; saws; fiber
washers; chippers; |og vats;

| unber kil ns; storage tanks;
wast ewat er oper ati ons;

m scel | aneous coati ng
operations (including group 1
m scel | aneous coati ng
operations?); and stand-al one
di gesters

aThese process units have work practice requirenents in today’s
final rule in addition to or instead of control requiremnents.
G oup 1 mscellaneous coating operations include application of
edge seals, nail lines, logo (or other information) paint,
shelving edge fillers, trademnark/grade-stanp inks, and wood
putty patches to PCW (except Kiln-dried |unber) on the same
site where the POWP are manufactured. Goup 1 m scell aneous
coating operations al so include application of synthetic
patches to plywood at new affected sources.

B. What pollutants are requlated by the final rule?

The final rule regulates HAP em ssions from PCWP
facilities. For the purpose of conpliance with 40 CFR
part 63, subpart DDDD, we defined “total HAP” to be the
sum of the emi ssions of six primary HAP enmtted from PCWP
manuf acturing. The six HAP that define total HAP make up
96 percent of the nationw de HAP emni ssions from PCWP

facilities and are acetal dehyde, acrol ein, formal dehyde,
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met hanol , phenol, and propi onal dehyde. Ot her HAP are
sonetinmes emtted and controlled along with these six
HAP, but in lower quantities. Depending upon which of
the conpliance alternatives you choose, you could be
required to nmeasure em ssions of total HAP, total
hydrocarbon (THC), nethanol, or fornmal dehyde as
surrogates for neasuring all HAP. For the purpose of
det erm ni ng whet her your facility is a major source, you
woul d have to include all HAP as prescribed by rules and
gui dance pertaining to determ nation of najor source.

C. Wat are the conpliance options?

Today’ s final rule includes a range of conpliance
options, which are summari zed in the foll ow ng
subsections. You nust use one of the conpliance options
to show conpliance with the final rule. In nost cases,
the conpliance options are the sanme for new and exi sting
sources. Dilution to achieve conpliance is prohibited,
as specified in 40 CFR 63. 4.

1. Production-Based Conpliance Options

Today’ s final rule includes production-based
conpliance options (PBCO), which are based on total HAP
and vary according to type of process unit. Total HAP

em ssions are defined in today’'s final rule as the total
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mass em ssions of the follow ng six HAP: acetal dehyde,
acrol ein, fornmal dehyde, nethanol, phenol, and
propi onal dehyde. The PBCO are in units of mass of
pol |l utant per unit of production. Add-on control systens
may not be used to neet the production-based conpliance
options. For pressurized refiners and nost dryers, the
PBCO are expressed as pounds per oven-dried-ton of wood
(I b/ ODT). For presses, hardboard ovens, and sone dryers,
t he PBCO are expressed as pounds per thousand square feet
of board (Ib/MSF), with a reference board thickness.
There is no PBCO for conveyor strand dryers.
2. Add-On Control System Conpliance Options

If you operate a process unit equi pped with an add-on
control system you may use any one of the follow ng six
conpliance options. “Add-on control systeni or “contro
systeni neans the conbination of capture and control
devi ces used to reduce HAP em ssions to the atnosphere.

(1) Reduce THC em ssions (as carbon, and m nus
met hane if you wish to subtract nmethane) by 90 percent.

(2) Reduce nethanol emnm ssions by 90 percent.

(3) Reduce formal dehyde em ssions by 90 percent.

(4) Limt the concentration of THC (as carbon, and

m nus nethane if you wish to subtract nmethane) in the
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outl et of the add-on control systemto 20 parts per
mllion by volume, dry basis (ppnmvd).

(5) Limt the concentration of nmethanol in the
exhaust from the add-on control systemto 1 ppnvd (can be
used only if the concentration of nethanol entering the
control device is greater than or equal to 10 ppnvd).

(6) Limt the concentration of fornmal dehyde in the
exhaust from the add-on control systemto 1 ppnvd (can be
used only if the concentration of formal dehyde entering
the control device is greater than or equal to 10 ppnvd).

In the first three options ((1) through (3)), the
90 percent control efficiency represents a total control
efficiency. Total control efficiency is defined as the
product of the capture efficiency and the control device
efficiency. For process units such as rotary strand
dryers, capture efficiency is not an issue because the
rotary strand dryer has a single exhaust point which is
easily captured by the control device. However, for
presses and board cool ers, the HAP em ssions cannot be
conpletely captured without installing an enclosure. |If
t he enclosure neets the criteria for a wood products
encl osure as defined in 863.2292 in today’'s final rule,

then you woul d assign the enclosure a capture efficiency
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of 100 percent. You nust test other enclosures to
determ ne capture efficiency using EPA Test Methods 204
and 204A through 204F (as appropriate) found in 40 CFR
part 51, appendix M or the alternative tracer gas
procedure in appendix A to today’s final rule. For the
three concentration options ((4) through (6)), you nust
have an encl osure that either neets the criteria for a
wood products enclosure or achieves a capture efficiency
greater than or equal to 95 percent.

The six conpliance options are equival ent ways to
express the HAP control |evels that represent the MACT
floor. Because the conpliance options are equival ent for
controlling HAP em ssions, you are required to neet only
one of the six conpliance options for add-on control
systens. However, you nust designate in your permt
whi ch one of the six options you have selected for the
affected process unit. |If you plan to operate a given
process unit under different conditions, you nay
i ncorporate nultiple conpliance options for the add-on
control systeminto your permt, as long as each separate
operating condition is identified along with the
conpliance option that corresponds to that operating

condi ti on.
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3. Em ssions Averaging Conpliance Option

Em ssi ons averaging is a means of achieving the
required em ssions reductions in a less costly way.
Therefore, if you operate an existing affected source,
for each process unit you could choose to conply with the
en ssions averaging provisions instead of the production-
based conpliance options or add-on control system
conpl i ance options.

Em ssions averaging is a system of debits and credits
in which the credits nmust equal or exceed the debits.
“Debit-generating process units” are the PCW process
units that are required to neet the control requirenents
but that you choose to either not control or under-
control. “Credit-generating process units” are the PCW
process units that you choose to control that are not
required to be controll ed under the standards. When
determ ni ng your actual mass renoval (AMR) of HAP, you
may i nclude partial credits generated from debit-
generating process units that are under-controlled (e.g.,
you nmay receive credit for 25 percent control of a debit-
generating process unit). Control devices used for
credit-generating process units may not be assigned nore

than 90 percent control efficiency.
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Under the em ssions averagi ng provisions, you would
determ ne the required mass renoval (RMR) of total HAP
from debit-generating process units for a 6-nonth
conpliance period. Total HAP is defined in today’ s final
rule to include acetal dehyde, acrolein, fornmal dehyde,
met hanol , phenol, and propional dehyde. The RVR woul d be
based on initial total HAP neasurenents for each debit-
generating process unit, your process unit operating
hours for a 6-nonth period, and the required 90 percent
control systemefficiency. One hundred percent of the
RVR for debit-generating process units would have to be
achi eved or exceeded by the AMR of total HAP achi eved by
credit-generating process units. The AMR is determ ned
based on initial performance tests, the total HAP renoval
efficiency (not to exceed 90 percent) of the control
systens used to control the credit-generating process
units, and your process unit operating hours over the 6-
nmont h peri od.

There are sone restrictions on use of the em ssions
averaging provisions in today’'s final rule. You nust
l[imt em ssions averaging to the process units |ocated
within your affected source. Eni ssions averaging may not

be used at new affected sources. You may not include in
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an em ssions average those process units that are not
operating or that are shut down. Only PCWP process units
usi ng add-on control systens may be used to generate
credits.

D. \What operating requirenents are in the final rule?

The operating requirenments in today’'s final rule apply
to add-on control systens used to conply with the final
rule and to process units nmeeting the final production-
based conpliance options or em ssions averagi ng
provi sions w thout an add-on control device (e.g., debit-
generating process units). For incineration-based
control devices and biofilters, the final rule specifies
t hat you nust either nonitor operating paraneters or use
a THC continuous eni ssion nonitoring system (CEMS) to
denonstrate continuous conpliance. The final operating
requi renents are summari zed bel ow
. If you operate a thermal oxidizer, such as a

regenerative thermal oxidizer (RTO, you nmust maintain

the firebox tenperature at a level that is greater
than or equal to the m nimumtenperature established

during the performance test. |If you operate a

conmbustion unit that accepts process exhaust into the

flame zone, you are exenpt fromthe testing and
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nmonitoring requirenments descri bed above for thernal
oxi di zers.
If you operate a catalytic oxidizer, such as a
regenerative catalytic oxidizer (RCO or thernmal
catal ytic oxidizer (TCO, you nmust maintain the
average catalytic oxidizer tenperature at or above the
m ni mum tenperature established during the performance
test. You nmust also check the activity level of a
representative sanple of the catal yst at |east every
12 nont hs.
If you operate a biofilter, you nust maintain the
average biofilter bed tenperature within the range you
devel op during the initial performance test or during
qual i fyi ng previous performance tests using the
required test nethods. |If you use values from
previ ous performance tests to establish the operating
par aneter ranges, you nust certify that the biofilter
and associ ated process unit(s) have not been nodified
subsequent to the date of the performance tests.
If you operate an add-on control systemnot listed in
today’s final rule, you nust establish operating
paranmeters to be nonitored and paranmeter val ues that

represent your operating requirenents during the
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performance test, subject to prior witten approval by
the Adm ni strator.
If you operate a process unit that neets the
producti on-based conpliance options or a process unit
t hat generates debits in an em ssions average w t hout
an add-on control device, you nust nmaintain on a daily
basis the process unit controlling operating
paranmeter(s) within the ranges established during the
performance test corresponding to the representative
operating conditions identified during the performance
test.
As an alternative to nonitoring the operating
paraneters specified above for thermal oxidizers,
catal ytic oxidizers, biofilters, other control
devi ces, and process units that neet conpliance
options w thout add-on control systens, you may
nmoni tor THC concentration in the outlet stack with a
THC CEMS. |If you select this option, you mnust
mai ntain the outlet THC concentrati on bel ow t he
maxi mum concentration established during the
performance test. You nmay choose to subtract nethane
fromthe THC concentration neasured by the CEMS if you

wi sh to do so.
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E. What are the work practice requirements?

The work practice requirenents in today’s final rule
apply to softwood veneer dryers, dry rotary dryers,
veneer redryers, hardwood veneer dryers, and group 1
m scel | aneous coating operations. For softwood veneer
dryers, the work practice requirenents require you to
m nimze fugitive em ssions fromthe veneer dryer doors
(by applying appropriate operation and mai nt enance
procedures) and fromthe green end of the dryers (through
proper bal anci ng of hot zone exhausts). For group 1
m scel | aneous coating operations, the work practice
requi renents specify that you nmust use a non-HAP coati ng.
The work practice requirenents al so specify paraneters
that you nust nonitor to denonstrate that each dry rotary
dryer, veneer redryer, and hardwood veneer dryer
continuously operates in a manner consistent with the
definitions of these process units provided in today’s
final rule, as follows:
. If you operate a dry rotary dryer, you nust maintain
the inlet dryer tenperature at or bel ow 600°F and
mai ntain the noisture content of the wood particles
entering the dryer at or below 30 wei ght percent, on a

dry basis.
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. If you operate a veneer redryer, you nust maintain the
noi sture content of the wood veneer entering the dryer
at or bel ow 25 percent, by weight.
. If you operate a hardwood veneer dryer, you nust
process | ess than 30 percent, by volune, softwood
speci es each year

F. When must | conmply with the final rule?

Exi sting PCW facilities nust conply within 3 years of
[ | NSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE

FI NAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REG STER]. New sources that

commence construction after January 9, 2003, nust conply
i medi ately upon initial startup or on [|INSERT DATE 60
DAYS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE

FEDERAL REGQ STER], whichever is |ater.

Exi sting sources that wish to be included in the
delisted lowrisk subcategory nust receive EPA approva
of their eligibility denonstrations no later than 3 years
after [I NSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF

THE FI NAL RULE I N THE_FEDERAL REG STER], or be in

conpliance with the final rule. New sources that wish to
be included in the delisted | owrisk subcategory nust
recei ve EPA approval of their eligibility denonstrations

no later than initial startup or on [|INSERT DATE 60 DAYS
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AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE

FEDERAL REGQ STER], which ever is later, or be in
conpliance with the final rule.

G. How do | denpbnstrate initial conpliance with the

final rule?

The initial conpliance requirenents in today’ s final
rule vary with the different conpliance options.
1. Production-Based Conpliance Options

If you are conplying with the PBCO in today’'s final
rul e, you nmust conduct an initial performance test using
specified test nmethods to denonstrate initial conpliance.
You nust test the efficiency of your em ssions capture
device during the initial performance test if the process
unit is a press or board cooler. The actual em ssion
rate of the press or board cooler is equivalent to the
measured em ssions divided by the capture efficiency.
You nmust test prior to any wet control device operated on
the process unit. During the performance test, you nust
identify the process unit controlling paraneter(s) that
affect total HAP eni ssions; these paraneters nust
coincide with the representative operating conditions you
describe in the performance test. For each paraneter,

you must specify appropriate nonitoring nmethods and
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nmoni toring frequencies, and for continuously nonitored
paranmeters, you mnmust specify averaging tinmes not to
exceed 24 hours. You nust install process nonitoring
equi pnment or establish recordkeepi ng procedures to be
used to denonstrate conpliance with the operating
requi renents for the parameters you select. During the
initial performance test, you nust use the process
nmoni tori ng equi pment or recordkeepi ng procedures to
establish the paraneter value (e.g., maxinmum m ni num
average, or range, as appropriate) that represents your
operating requirenent for the process unit.
Alternatively, you may install a THC CEMS and nonitor the
process unit outlet THC concentration and establish your
THC operating requirenment during the performnce test.
2. Add-On Control System Conpliance Options

If you use the conpliance options for add-on control
systens, you nust conduct an initial performance test
usi ng specified test methods to denonstrate initial
conpliance. Wth the exception of the 20 ppnvd THC
concentration option, you nust test at both the inlet and
the outlet of the HAP control device. For HAP-altering
controls in sequence, such as a wet control device

foll owed by a thermal oxidizer, you nust test at the
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functional inlet of the control sequence (e.g., prior to
the wet control device) and at the outlet of the control
sequence (e.qg., thermal oxidizer outlet). |If you use a
wet control device as the sole neans of reducing HAP
em ssions, you nmust develop and inplenent a plan to
address how organic HAP captured in the wastewater from
the wet control device is contained or destroyed to
mnimze re-release to the atnosphere such that the
desired em ssion reduction is obtained. |If you use any
of the six conpliance options for add-on control systens,
and the process unit is a press or a board cooler wthout
a wood products encl osure, you nmust also test the capture
efficiency of your partial wood products encl osure.
Prior to the initial performance test, you nust install
control device paraneter nonitoring equipnent or THC CEMS
to be used to denonstrate conpliance with the operating
requi renments for add-on control systens in today’ s final
rule. During the initial performance test, you nust use
t he control device paranmeter nonitoring equipnent or THC
CEMS to establish the paranmeter values that represent
your operating requirenents for the control systems. |If
your add-on control systemis preceded by a particul ate

control device (e.g., baghouse or wet electrostatic
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precipitators (WMESP)), you nust establish operating
paramet er values for the HAP control system and not for
the particulate control device. |If your control device
is a biofilter, then you may use val ues recorded during
previ ous performance tests for the biofilter to establish
your operating requirenents as long as you were in
conpliance with the emssion |imts in today’'s final rule
when the data were collected, the test data were obtained
using the test nmethods in today' s final rule, and no
nodi fi cations were made to the process unit or biofilter
subsequent to the date of the performance tests.
3. Em ssions Averaging Conpliance Option

If you elect to conply with the em ssions averaging
conpliance option in today’ s final rule, you nmust submt
an Em ssions Averaging Plan (EAP) to the Adm ni strator
for approval. The EAP nust describe the process units
you are including in the em ssions average. The plan
al so nust specify which process units will be credit-
generating units (including under-controlled, debit-
generating process units that also generate credits) and
whi ch process units will be debit-generating units. The
EAP must al so include descriptions of the control systens

used to generate em ssion credits, docunentation of the
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total HAP neasurenents made to determ ne the RMR,

cal cul ati ons and supporting docunentation to denonstrate
that the AMR will be greater than or equal to the RMR,
and a sunmary of the operating paraneters that wll be
nmoni t or ed.

Fol | owi ng approval of your EAP, you nust conduct
performance tests to determne the total HAP em ssions
fromall process units included in the EAP. The credit-
generating process units nust be equi pped with add-on
control systens; therefore, for those process units, you
must follow the procedures for denonstrating initial
conpliance as outlined above for add-on control systens.
For debit-generating process units without air pollution
control devices (APCD), you mnmust follow the sane
procedure for establishing your operating requirenents as
outlined above for process units nmeeting the PBCO. The
em ssions averagi ng provisions require you to conduct al
total HAP neasurenents and performance test(s) when the
process units are operating under representative
operating conditions. Today’'s final rule defines
“representative operating conditions” as those conditions
under which the process unit will typically be operating

following the conpliance date. Representative conditions
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i ncl ude such things as using a representative range of
materials (e.g., wood material of a typical species mXx
and nmoi sture content, typical resin fornulations) and
operating the process unit at typical operating
t enperature ranges.
4. Work Practice Requirenents

The work practice requirenents in today’'s final rule
do not require you to conduct any initial performance
tests. To denonstrate initial conpliance with the work
practice requirements for dry rotary dryers, you nust
install parameter nonitoring devices to continuously
monitor the dryer inlet operating tenperature and the
moi sture content (dry basis) of the wood furnish (i.e.,
wood fibers, particles, or strands used for nmaking board)
entering the dryer. You nust then use the paraneter
nmoni tori ng devices to continuously nonitor and record the
dryer tenperature and wood furnish noisture content for a
m ni mum of 30 days. |If the nonitoring data indicate that
during the m ni mum 30-day denonstration period, your dry
rotary dryer continuously processed wood furnish with an
inlet noisture content |ess than or equal to 30 percent,
and the dryer was continuously operated at an inlet dryer

tenperature |l ess than or equal to 600°F, then your dryer
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meets the definition of a dry rotary dryer in today’s
final rule. You nust submt the nonitoring data as part
of your notification of conpliance status report.

To denonstrate initial conpliance with the work
practice requirenents for hardwood veneer dryers, you
must cal cul ate the annualized percentage of softwood
veneer processed in the dryer by volune, using veneer
dryer production records for the 12-nonth period prior to
t he conpliance date. |f the total annual percentage by
vol une of softwood veneer is |less than 30 percent, your
veneer dryer neets the definition of hardwood veneer
dryer. You nmust then submt a summary of the production
data for the 12-nonth period and a statenent verifying
that the veneer dryer will continue to process |ess than
30 percent softwoods as part of your notification of
conpliance status report.

To denonstrate initial conpliance with the work
practice requirenments for softwood veneer dryers, you
must develop a plan for mnimzing fugitive em ssions
fromthe veneer dryer green end and heated zones. You
must submt the plan with your notification of conpliance
status report.

To denonstrate initial conpliance with the work
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practice requirements for veneer redryers, you mnust
install a device that can be used to continuously nonitor
the noisture content (dry basis) of veneer entering the
dryer. You nmust then use the noisture nonitoring device
to continuously nmonitor and record the inlet noisture
content of the veneer for a m ninmm of 30 days. |If the
moni toring data indicate that your veneer dryer
continuously processed veneer with a nmoisture content
| ess than or equal to 25 percent during the m ninum 30-
day denonstration period, then your veneer dryer neets
the definition of a veneer redryer in today' s final rule.
You nust submt the nonitoring data as part of your
notification of conpliance status report.

To denonstrate initial conpliance with the work
practice requirenment for group 1 m scell aneous coating
operations, you nust submt a signed statenment with your
notification of conpliance status report stating that you
are using non-HAP coatings. You nust also have a record
(e.g., material safety data sheets) show ng that you are
usi ng non- HAP coatings as defined in today' s final rule.

H. How do | denpbnstrate conti nuous compliance with the

final rule?

The conti nuous conpliance requirenents in today’s
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final rule vary with the different types of conpliance
opti ons.
1. Production-Based Conpliance Options

If you conply with the PBCO, then you nust nonitor
and/ or record the controlling operating paraneter(s)
identified as affecting total HAP em ssions fromthe
process unit(s) in the performance test. For each
parameter, you nmust use the nonitoring nethods,
moni toring frequencies, and averaging tinmes (for
continuously nonitored paranmeters not to exceed 24 hours)
specified in your performance test and Notification of
Conpl i ance Status. For each operating paranmeter, you
must maintain on a daily basis the paraneter at or above
the mnimum at or below the maxi mum or within the range
(whi chever applies) established during the performance
test.

I nstead of nonitoring process operating paraneters,
you nay operate a CEMS for nonitoring THC concentration
to denonstrate conpliance with the operating requirenents
in today’s final rule. [If you choose to operate a THC
CEMS in lieu of a continuous paraneter nonitoring systens
(CPMS), you nust denonstrate continuous conpliance, as

described in the foll owi ng subsecti on.
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2. Add-On Control System Conpliance Options

For add-on control systems, you nust install a CPMS to
nmonitor the tenperature or install a CEMS to nonitor THC
concentration to denonstrate conpliance with the
operating requirenents in today’'s final rule. [If you
operate a CPMS, you must have at |east 75 percent of the
required recorded readings for each 3-hour or 24-hour
bl ock averaging period to calculate the data averages.
You nmust operate the CPMS at all tines the process unit
is operating. You nust also conduct proper maintenance
of the CPM5 and maintain an inventory of necessary parts
for routine repairs of the CPMS. Using the data
collected with the CPMS, you nust cal culate and record
t he average val ues of each operating paraneter according
to the specified averaging tines.

For thermal oxidizers, you nust continuously mintain
t he 3-hour bl ock average firebox tenperature at or above
the m ni mum tenperature established during the
performance test. For catalytic oxidizers, you mnust
continuously maintain the 3-hour block average catal ytic
oxi di zer tenperature at or above the m ni num val ue
established during the performance test. You nust al so

check the activity level of a representative sanpl e of
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the catal yst at | east every 12 nonths and take any
necessary corrective action to ensure that the catal yst
is performng within its design range.

For biofilters, you nmust continuously maintain the 24-
hour bl ock average biofilter bed tenperature within the
operating range you establish during the perfornmance
test. You nust also conduct a repeat performance test
usi ng the applicable method(s) within 2 years foll ow ng
the previous performance test and within 180 days after
each repl acenment of any portion of the biofilter bed with
a different nedia or each replacenment of nore than 50
percent (by volunme) of the biofilter bed nedia with the
sane type of nedi a.

If you choose to operate a CEMS for nonitoring THC
concentration instead of operating a CPMS, you nust
install, operate, and maintain the CEMS according to
Performance Specification 8 in 40 CFR part 60, appendi X
B. You nust also conply with the CEMS data quality
assurance requirenments in Procedure 1 of appendix F of 40
CFR part 60. You nust conduct a performance eval uation
of the CEMS according to 40 CFR 63.8 and Performnce
Specification 8. The CEMS nust conplete a m ni mum of one

cycle of operation (sanpling, analyzing, and data
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recording) for each successive 15-m nute period. Using
the data collected with the CEMS, you nust cal cul ate and
record the 3-hour block average THC concentration for
thermal or catalytic oxidizers. For biofilters, you nust
cal cul ate and record the 24-hour block average THC
concentration. You must continuously nonitor and
mai ntai n the 24-hour bl ock average THC concentration at
or bel ow the maxi num established during the performance
test. You may use a CEMS that subtracts nethane fromthe
measured THC concentration if you wish to do so.

If you conply with today’'s final rule using an add-on
control system you may request a routine control device
mai nt enance exenption fromthe Adm nistrator. Your
request for a routine control device maintenance
exenpti on nust docunent the need for routine naintenance
on the control device and the time required to acconplish
t he mai nt enance, describe the mai ntenance activities and
the frequency of these activities, explain why the
mai nt enance cannot be acconplished during process
shut downs, descri be how you plan to make reasonabl e
efforts to mnimze em ssions during these nai ntenance
activities, and provide any ot her docunentation required

by the Adm nistrator. |[If your request for the routine
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control device maintenance exenption is approved by the
Adm ni strator, it nust be incorporated into your title V
permt. The conpliance options and operating
requi renments would not apply during tinmes when contro
devi ce mai ntenance covered under your approved routine
control device maintenance exenption is perforned. The
routine control device maintenance exenption may not
exceed 3 percent of annual operating uptine for each
green rotary dryer, tube dryer, rotary strand dryer, or
pressuri zed refiner controlled. The routine control
devi ce mai ntenance exenption is limted to 0.5 percent of
t he annual operating uptine for each softwood veneer
dryer, reconstituted wood product press, reconstituted
wood product board cool er, hardboard oven, press
predryer, conveyor strand dryer, or fiberboard mat dryer
controlled. If your control device is used to control a
conbi nati on of equipnment with different downtine
al | owmances (e.g., a tube dryer and a press), then the
hi ghest (i.e., 3 percent) downtinme allowance appli es.
3. Em ssions Averaging Conpliance Option

To denonstrate conti nuous conpliance with the
en ssi ons averagi ng provisions, you nust continuously

conply with the applicable operating requirenents for
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add-on control systenms (described in the previous
subsection). You al so nmust maintain records of your
operating hours for each process unit included in the
EAP. For each sem annual conpliance period, you nust
denonstrate that the AMR equals or exceeds the RMR using
your initial (or nost recent) total HAP neasurenents for
debit-generating units, initial (or nost recent)
performance test results for credit-generating units, and
t he operating hours recorded for the sem annual
conpl i ance peri od.
4. Work Practice Requirenents

To denonstrate conti nuous conpliance with the work
practice requirenents for dry rotary dryers and veneer
redryers, you nust operate all dry rotary dryers and
veneer redryers so that they continuously neet the
definitions of these process units in today' s final rule.
For dry rotary dryers, you nmust continuously nonitor and
mai ntain the inlet furnish noisture content at or bel ow
30 percent and the inlet dryer operating tenperature at
or bel ow 600°F. You nust also calibrate the noisture
nmoni t or based on the procedures specified by the noisture
nmoni t or manufacturer at |east once per sem annual

conpliance period to verify the readings fromthe
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noi sture meter. For veneer redryers, you must
continuously nonitor and maintain the inlet veneer
noi sture content at or bel ow 25 percent.

To denonstrate conti nuous conpliance with the work
practice requirenents for softwood veneer dryers, you
must follow the procedures in your operating plan for
m nimzing fugitive em ssions fromthe green end and
heated zones of the veneer dryer and mmintain records
docunenting that you have foll owed your plan. For
har dwood veneer dryers, you nust continue to process |ess
than 30 percent softwood veneer by volunme and maintain
records on veneer dryer production.

To denonstrate conti nuous conpliance with the work
practice requirements for group 1 m scell aneous coati ng
operations, you nust keep records showi ng that you
continue to use non-HAP coatings as defined in the final
rul e.

| . How do | denpnstrate that ny affected source is part

of the low-risk subcategory?

For your affected source to be part of the delisted
| ow-ri sk subcategory, you nust have a | owri sk
denonstration approved by EPA, and you nust then have

federally enforceable conditions reflecting the
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paraneters used in your EPA-approved denonstration
i ncorporated into your title V permt to ensure that your
affected source remains |owrisk. Lowrisk
denonstrations for eight facilities were conducted by
EPA, and no further denonstration is required for them
They will, however, need to obtain title V permt terns
reflecting their status. (W will provide these sources
and their title V permtting authorities with the
necessary paraneters for establishing corresponding
permt ternms and conditions.) These facilities are
listed in Table 2 to this preanble. Oher facilities may
denonstrate to EPA that their PCWP affected source is | ow
ri sk by using the | ook-up tables in appendix B to 40 CFR
part 63, subpart DDDD or conducting a site-specific risk
assessnment as specified in appendix B to subpart DDDD.
Appendi x B to subpart DDDD al so specifies which process
units and pollutants nust be included in your |ow-risk
denonstration, em ssions testing methods, the criteria
for determning if a affected source is low risk, risk
assessnent met hodol ogy (| ook-up table analysis or site-
specific risk analysis), contents of the lowrisk
denonstration, schedule for submtting and obtai ning

approval of your low-risk denonstration, and nethods for
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ensuring that your affected source remains in the | ow-
ri sk subcategory. |If you denonstrate that your affected
source is part of the delisted |owrisk subcategory of
PCWP manufacturing facilities, then your affected source
i's not subject to the MACT conpliance options, operating
requi renments, and work practice requirenents in the final
PCWP rul e (subpart DDDD)
1. Lowrisk Criteria

We may approve your affected source as eligible for
menbership in the delisted | owrisk subcategory of PCW
sources if we determne that it is lowrisk for both
carci nogeni ¢ and noncarci nogenic effects. To be
considered |l ow risk, the PCW affected source nust neet
the following criteria: (1) the maxi mum off-site
i ndividual lifetine cancer risk at a |ocation where
people live is less than one in one mllion for
carcinogenic chronic inhalation effects; (2) every
maxi mum of f-site target-organ specific hazard index
(TOSHI') (or, alternatively, an appropriately site-
specific set of hazard indices based on simlar or
conpl enentary nmechani snms of action that are reasonably
likely to be additive at |ow dose or dose-response data

for your affected source’s HAP mi xture) at a |location
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where people live is less than or equal to 1.0 for
noncar ci nogeni ¢ chronic inhalation effects; and (3) the
maxi mnum of f-site acute hazard quotients for acrolein and
formal dehyde are |l ess than or equal to 1.0 for
noncar ci nogeni ¢ acute inhalation effects. These criteria
are built into the | ook-up tables included in appendi x B
to subpart DDDD. Facilities conducting site-specific
ri sk assessnments nust explicitly denonstrate that they
meet these criteria. Facilities need not performsite-
specific multipathway human health risk assessnents or
ecol ogical risk assessnents since EPA perfornmed a source
cat egory-wi de screeni ng assessnent which denonstrates
that these risks are insignificant for all sources.
2. PCWP Affected Sources Delisted in Today' s Action

Ei ght PCWP affected sources are being delisted today
as part of the lowrisk subcategory. They are |isted
below in Table 2 of this preanble. |f your affected
source is part of the lowrisk subcategory and you do not
wish it to remain in the subcategory, you may notify us,
in witing, and we will renmove your affected source from
the lowrisk subcategory. Any affected sources renoved
fromthe | owrisk subcategory are subject to the

requi renents of subpart DDDD, as applicable. Please
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address your witten notification to Ms. Mary Tom Ki ssel

(see FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT section).

TABLE 2. LOW Rl SK Affected sources

IN THE LOWM Rl SK PCWP

SUBCATEGORY
Nanme of Facility | Locati on
Ceorgi a- Paci fic Pl ywod Pl ant Monroevil l e, AL
CGeorgi a-Paci fic - Hawt horne Pl ywood Hawt hor ne, FL
MII
O egon Panel Products (Lebanite) Lebanon, OR
Har del Mutual Pl ywood Corporation Chehalis, WA
Hood | ndustries, |ncorporated Wggi ns, M
Pl um Creek Manufacturing, LP Kal i spell, M
Potl atch Corporation - St. Maries St. Maries, ID
Pl ywood
SierraPine Limted, Rocklin MF Rocklin, CA

We perforned a risk assessnent to determ ne the
magni t ude of potential chronic human cancer and noncancer
ri sks and the potential for acute noncancer risks and
adverse environnmental inpacts associated with the sources
in the PCWP source category. The risk assessnent was
performed for 181 of the 223 major PCWP affected sources.
Affected sources where avail able |ocation data were
anmbi guous or where all of their site-specific information
was requested to be treated as confidential were excluded

fromthe analysis, leaving a total of 181 affected
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sources in the assessnent. For the risk assessnent, we
used our baseline em ssion estimtes (devel oped using
average em ssion factors and, if available, site-specific
process throughput data) and nodel PCWP em ssions rel ease
characteristics as inputs into our Human Exposure Mode
(HEM to generate cancer and non-cancer risk estinmates
for the 181 PCW, affected sources. The risk assessnent
met hodol ogy is explained in detail in the supporting
information for this final rule.

Because our risk estimates include nodel em ssions
rel ease information, they are not as rigorous as the risk
denonstrations we are requiring PCW affected sources to
perform Therefore, to ensure the affected sources
listed in Table 2 of this preanble neet the |ow risk
criteria in appendix B to subpart DDDD, we subjected them
to nore stringent standards than required for risk
denonstrati ons based on better (i.e., site-specific)
data. First, we increased the |evel of protection to
human health by a factor of 10. Instead of using the
criteria established in appendix B to subpart DDDD of one
in 1 mllion risk for cancer and TOSH of |ess than or
equal to 1.0, PCWP affected sources with cancer risk

greater than 0.1 in 1 mllion or a TOSH greater than 0.1
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wer e excluded. For the remaining PCW affected sources,
we estimted em ssion factors based on the highest
em ssions test data we had. W renodel ed these PCWP
af fected sources using worst-case (i.e. highest) em ssion
factors and the January 2004 IRI'S cancer URE for
formal dehyde. Fromthis analysis, affected sources with
hazard i ndex values greater than 0.2 or cancer risks
greater than one in 1 mllion were excluded. O the
remai ni ng affected sources, we elimnated those that are
cl osed, have pendi ng enforcenment actions, and that did
not submt or clainmed as confidential site-specific
t hroughput data. We also consulted with an industry
trade associ ation and they renoved various affected
sources fromthe list for various reasons.
3. Determ ning HAP Em ssions fromthe Affected Source

You nmust include in your |owrisk denonstration every
process unit within the PCWP affected source that emts
one or nore of the follow ng HAP: acetal dehyde, acrolein,
arseni c, benzene, beryllium cadm um chrom um
formal dehyde, | ead, MDI, nmanganese, nickel, and phenol.
You must conduct em ssions testing using the nethods
specified in appendix B to subpart DDDD. For

reconstituted wood product presses or reconstituted wood
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product board cool ers, you nust determ ne the capture
efficiency of the capture device. |[If you use a control
devi ce for purposes of denonstrating that your affected
source is part of the lowrisk subcategory, then you nust
coll ect nonitoring data and establish operating limts
for the control system using the sanme nmet hods specified
i n subpart DDDD
4. Low-risk Denonstrations

Once you have conducted em ssions testing, you nmay
performa | ookup table analysis or site-specific risk
anal ysis. Regardless of the type of risk analysis used,
you nust use the nost recent EPA-approved dose-response
val ues as posted on our Air Toxics Website at
http://ww. epa. gov.ttn/atw toxsource/ sunmary. htm to
denonstrate that your affected source may be part of the
| ow-ri sk subcategory. If you can denonstrate that your
affected source is |lowrisk based on the | ook-up table
anal ysis, then you need not conplete a site-specific risk
analysis. |If your affected source is not |lowrisk based
on the | ook-up table analysis, then you may elect to
proceed with site-specific risk analysis. Appendix B to
subpart DDDD specifies what your |lowrisk denonstration

must cont ai n.
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Look-up table analysis. You may use the |ook-up

tables (Tables 3 and 4 to 40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD,
appendi x B) to determne if your affected source may be
part of the |lowrisk subcategory. Table 3 to appendix B
to subpart DDDD provides the maxi num all owabl e toxicity-
wei ght ed carci nogen em ssion rate, and Table 4 to
appendi x B to subpart DDDD provides the maxi num al | owabl e
t oxi city-wei ght ed noncarci nogen em ssion rate that your
affected source can emt. To use the |ook-up tables, you
must determ ne your toxicity-weighted carcinogen and
noncar ci nogen em ssion rates using the equations in
appendi x B to subpart DDDD; the average stack hei ght of
all PCWP em ssion points at your affected source; and the
m ni mum di stance from any em ssion point to the nearest
property boundary. |If the total toxicity-weighted

carci nogen and noncarci nogen eni ssion rates for your
affected source are | ess than or equal to the values in
both | ook-up tables, then EPA may approve your affected
source as part of the lowrisk subcategory of PCWP

af fected sources.

Site-specific risk assessnent. You may use any

scientifically-accepted peer-reviewed ri sk assessnment

met hodol ogy to denonstrate to EPA that your affected
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source may be low risk. An exanple approach to
perform ng a site-specific risk assessnment for air toxics
that may be appropriate for your affected source can be
found in the “Air Toxics Ri sk Assessnment Reference
Li brary.” However, this approach nmay not be appropriate
for all affected sources, and EPA may require that any
specific affected source use an alternative approach.
You may obtain a copy of the “Air Toxics Ri sk Assessnent
Ref erence Library, Volume 2, Site-Specific Risk
Assessnment Techni cal Resource Docunent” through EPA s air
toxi cs website at www. epa. gov/ttn/atw.

For EPA to approve your |lowrisk denonstration, you
must denonstrate that: (1) the maximum off-site
i ndividual lifetine cancer risk at a | ocation where
people live is less than one in one mllion for
carcinogenic chronic inhalation effects; (2) every
maxi mum of f-site TOSH at a | ocation where people live is
| ess than or equal to 1.0 for non-carcinogenic chronic
i nhal ation effects; and (3) the maxi mum off-site acute
hazard quotients for acrolein and formal dehyde are | ess
than or equal to 1.0 for noncarcinogenic acute inhalation
ef fects.

5. VWhen nust | submt risk denonstrations to EPA?



66

You nmust submt your lowrisk denonstration to EPA for
approval. |If you have an existing affected source, you
must submt your lowrisk denonstration no |ater than
[ | NSERT DATE 24 MONTHS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATION I N THE
FEDERAL REGQ STER]. To facilitate the review and approval
process, EPA encourages facilities to submt their
assessnents as soon as possible. |If you have an affected
source that is an area source that increases its
em ssions or its potential to emt such that it becones a
maj or source of HAP before the effective date of subpart
DDDD, then you must conplete and submt for EPA approval
your |l ow-risk denonstration no later than [|I NSERT DATE 24
MONTHS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATION I N THE FEDERAL
REG STER]. If you have an affected source that is an
area source that increases its em ssions or its potenti al
to emt such that it becones a major source of HAP after
the effective date of subpart DDDD, then you nust
conplete and submt for approval your |owrisk
denmonstration no later than 12 nonths after you beconme a
maj or source or after initial startup of your affected
source as a mmjor source, whichever is later.

If you have a new or reconstructed affected source you

must conduct the em ssion tests upon initial startup and
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use the results of these em ssions tests to conplete and
submt your lowrisk denmonstration within 180 days
following your initial startup date. |f your new or
reconstructed affected source starts up before the
effective date of subpart DDDD, for EPA to find that you
are included in the lowrisk subcategory, your |ow-risk
denonstration nust show that you were eligible for the
| ow-ri sk subcategory no | ater than the effective date of
subpart DDDD. |If your new or reconstructed source starts
up after the effective date of subpart DDDD, for EPA to
find that you are included in the lowrisk subcategory,
your | ow-risk denonstration nust show that you were
eligible for the lowrisk subcategory upon initial
startup of your affected source.

Af fected sources that are not part of the lowrisk
subcategory within 3 years after the effective date of
subpart DDDD nmust conply with the requirenents of 40 CFR
part 63, subpart DDDD. Facilities may not request
conpliance extensions fromthe permtting authority if
they fail to denonstrate they are part of the lowrisk
subcategory or to request additional time to install
controls to beconme part of the lowrisk subcategory. Al

approved | ow risk sources nust then obtain title V permt
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revisions including ternms and conditions reflecting the
parameters used in their approved denonstrations,
according to the schedules in their applicable part 70 or
part 71 title V permt prograns.
6. Remaining in the Lowrisk Subcategory

You nmust ensure that your affected source is low risk
by periodically certifying your affected source is | ow
ri sk, nonitoring applicable HAP control device
paranmeters, and by maintaining certain records. You nust
certify with each annual title V permt conpliance
certification that the basis for your affected source’s
|l ow-ri sk determ nation has not changed. Your
certification nmust consider process changes that increase
HAP em ssi ons, population shifts, and changes to dose-
response values. |[If your affected source commences
operating outside of the |lowrisk subcategory, it is no
| onger part of the lowrisk subcategory. You nust notify
the permtting authority as soon as you know, or could
have reasonably known, that your affected source is or
wi Il be operating outside of the |owrisk subcategory.
You rmust be in conpliance with all of the applicable
requi renments of 40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD begi nni ng on

t he date when your affected source conmences operating
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outside the |l owrisk subcategory if you had a process
change that increases HAP em ssions. |If you are
operating outside of the |lowrisk subcategory due to a
popul ati on shift or change to dose-response val ues, then
you must conply with all of the applicable requirenents
of 40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD no | ater than three years
fromthe date your affected source conmences operating
outside the lowrisk subcategory.
I11. Summary of Environnental, Energy, and Econom c

| npacts A. How many facilities are inpacted by the final

rul e?

Facilities with estinmated potential to emt 25 tons or
nore of total HAP or 10 or nore tons of an individual HAP
are maj or sources of HAP and are subject to the fina
rule. Approximtely 223 PCW major source facilities
nati onwi de are expected to neet the applicability
criteria defined in today’s final rule. These major
source facilities generally manufacture one or nore of
the follow ng products: softwood plywood, softwood
veneer, nedium density fiberboard (MDF), oriented
strandboard (OSB), particl eboard, hardboard, |am nated
strand lunber, and | am nated veneer |unber. However,

only 212 of these facilities have equi pment that is
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subject to the control requirenents of the final rule.
In addition, there are approximately 34 major source
sawm || facilities that produce kiln-dried | unber;

al t hough these major source sawm || facilities neet the
applicability criteria in the final rule, there are no
control requirements for any of the equi pnent |ocated at
the sawm || s.

The nunber of inpacted facilities was determ ned based
on the estimated potential to emt (i.e., uncontrolled
HAP em ssions) fromeach facility, whether each facility
has any process units subject to the conpliance options,
whet her or not the facility already operates control
systens necessary to neet the final rule, and whether or
not the affected source is currently eligible (or may
| ater denonstrate eligibility) for inclusion in the
delisted low risk subcategory. O the 223 mjor source
facilities, an estimted 162 are expected to install add-
on control systens to reduce em ssions. The remaining
facilities already have installed add-on controls, do not
have any process units subject to the conpliance options,
are expected to conply with work practice requirenments
only, or are one of the eight facilities currently

eligible for inclusion in the delisted |owrisk
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subcategory. W estimate that eventually as many as 147
of the 223 mmj or source PCWP facilities nay denonstrate
eligibility for the lowrisk subcategory, |eaving 58
facilities expected to install add-on control systems to
reduce em ssions. Sonme of the 147 facilities expected to
eventually be included the lowrisk subcategory were not
expected to install controls to neet MACT because they
ei ther already have the necessary controls or do not have
process units subject to the conpliance options in
today’ s final rule.

The environnental and cost inpacts presented in this
preanbl e represent the estimated inpacts for the range of
facilities, from58 facilities estimated to be inpacted
following conpletion of eligibility denonstrations for
the |l owrisk subcategory, to 162 facilities estimted to
be inpacted today. The inpact estinmtes were based on
t he use of RTO (or in sonme cases a conbinati on WESP and
RTO) because RTO are the nobst preval ent HAP em ssi ons
control technol ogy used in the PCWP i ndustry. However,

t echnol ogi es other than RTO could be used to conply with
today’s final rule. For a facility that we feel already
achi eves the em ssions reductions required by today’s

final rule, only testing, nonitoring, reporting and
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recordkeepi ng cost inpacts were estimated.

B. What are the air quality inpacts?

We estimate nationw de baseline HAP em ssions fromthe
PCWP source category to be 17,000 My/yr (19,000 tons/yr)
at the current |evel of control. W estimte that
today’s final rule will reduce total HAP em ssions from
t he PCWP source category by about 9,900 My/yr (11, 000
tons/yr). In addition, we estinmate that today’s final
rule will reduce VOC en ssions (approxi mated as THC) by
about 25,000 Mg/ yr (27,000 tons/yr) froma baseline |evel
of 45,000 Myg/yr (50,000 tons/yr). Depending on the
nunber of facilities eventually denonstrating eligibility
for the lowrisk subcategory, these em ssion reductions
could change to 5,900 My/yr (6,600 tons/yr) for HAP or
13,000 My/yr (14,000 tons/yr) for VOC.

In addition to reducing em ssions of HAP and VOC,
today’s final rule will also reduce em ssions of criteria
pol l utants, such as carbon nonoxide (CO fromdirect-
fired em ssion sources and particulate matter |ess than
10 microns in dianmeter (PM,. W estimate that today’'s
final rule will reduce CO em ssions by about 9,500 My/yr
(10,000 tons/yr). W also estimate that the final rule

will reduce PM, em ssions by about 11,000 Mg/yr (12,000
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tons/yr). Depending on the nunber of facilities
eventual |y denonstrating eligibility for the | owrisk
subcat egory, these em ssion reductions could change to
7,600 Mg/yr (8,400 tons/yr) for CO and 5,300 My/yr (5,900
tons/yr) for PM,.

Conbusti on of exhaust gases in an RTO generates sone
em ssions of nitrogen oxides (NO). W estimte that the
nati onwi de increase in NO; enm ssions due to the use of RTO
w |l be about 2,100 My/yr (2,400 tons/yr). This
estimted increase in NO; em ssions nmay be an overesti mate
because sonme plants may sel ect control technol ogi es other
than RTO to conply with today’s final rule. Depending on
the nunber of facilities eventually denonstrating
eligibility for the lowrisk subcategory, the estimated
NO, em ssion increase could fall to 1,100 My/yr (1,200
tons/yr).

Secondary air inpacts of today's final rule could
result fromincreased electricity usage associated with
operation of control devices. The secondary air
em ssions of NO, CO PM, sulfur dioxide (SO) depend on
the fuel used to generate electricity and on ot her
factors. The EPA believes SO, eni ssions may not increase

fromelectric generation since that the requirenents of
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the Acid Rain trading programw || keep power plants from
increasing their SO, em ssions. Furthernore, we believe

t hat NOx em ssions increases from power plants nmay be
limted. The EPA expects the em ssions trading program
that is part of the NOx SIP call will likely keep NOx

enm ssions in the eastern United States fromincreasing as
result of additional power generation to operate RTOCs.

C. \Wiat are the water quality inpacts?

Wast ewater is produced from VWESP bl owmdown, washi ng out
of RTO, and biofilters. W based all of our inpact
estimtes on the use of RTO (with or w thout a WESP
upstream dependi ng on the process unit). W estimte
that the wastewater generated from WESP bl owdown and RTO
washouts will increase by about 100,000 cubic neters per
year (n¥/yr) (27 mllion gallons per year (gal/yr)) as a
result of today’'s final rule. Depending on the nunber of
facilities eventually denonstrating eligibility for the
| ow-ri sk subcategory, the wastewater inpacts could fall
to 90,000 cubic meters per year (n¥/yr) (24 mllion
gal |l ons per year (gal/yr)). According to the data in our
MACT survey, this nationw de increase in wastewater fl ow
is within the range of water flow rates handl ed by

i ndividual facilities. Facilities would |ikely dispose
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of this wastewater by sending it to a nunicipal treatnent

facility, reusing it onsite (e.g., in log vats or resin
m x), or hauling it offsite for spray irrigation. In
addition, we are anending the effluent limtations,

gui delines for the tinber products processing point
source category to allow facilities (on a case-by-case
basis) to obtain a permt to discharge wastewaters from
APCD installed to conply with today’s final rule.

D. What are the solid waste inpacts?

Solid waste is produced in the formof solids from
WESP and by RTO or RCO nedia replacement. We estimte
that 4,500 My/yr (4,900 tons/yr) of solid waste will be
generated as a result of today’'s final rule. Depending
on the number of facilities eventually denonstrating
eligibility for the lowrisk subcategory, the solid waste
i ncrease could change to 2,800 My/yr (3,000 tons/yr).
Some PCWP facilities have been able to use RTO or RCO
medi a as aggregate in onsite roadbeds. Sonme facilities
have al so been able to identify a beneficial reuse for
wet control device solids (such as giving themaway to
| ocal farnmers for soil anmendnent).

E. What are the energy inpacts?

The overall energy demand (i.e., electricity and
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natural gas) is expected to increase by about 4.3 mllion
gi gajoul es per year (GJ/yr) (4.1 trillion British thermal
units per year (Btu/yr)) nationw de under today’ s final
rule. The estimated increase in the energy demand is
based on the electricity requirenents associated with RTO
and WESP and the fuel requirenents associated with RTO
Electricity requirenents are expected to increase by
about 711 gigawatt hours per year (GW/yr) under today’s
final rule. Natural gas requirenents are expected to
i ncrease by about of 44 million nm¥/yr (1.5 billion cubic
feet per year (ft3/yr)) under the final rule. Depending
on the number of facilities eventually denonstrating
eligibility for the lowrisk subcategory, these energy
estimates could fall to 2.3 mllion GJ/yr (2.2 trillion
Btu/yr) for overall energy demand, 378 GWh/yr for the
increase in electricity requirenments, and 23 mllion n¥/yr
(0.8 billion ft3/yr) for the increase in natural gas
requirenents.

F. What are the cost inmpacts?

The cost inpacts estimted for today’'s final rule
represent a high-end estimte of costs. Although the use
of RTO technol ogy to reduce HAP em ssions represents the

nmost expensi ve conpliance option, we based our nationw de
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cost estimtes on the use of RTO technology at all of the
i npacted facilities because: (1) RTO technol ogy can be
used to reduce em ssions fromall types of PCWP process
units; and (2) we could not accurately predict which
facilities would use em ssions averagi ng or PBCO or
install add-on control devices that are | ess costly to
operate, such as RCO and biofilters. Therefore, our cost
estimates are likely to be overstated as we anticipate

t hat owners and operators of inpacted sources will take
advant age of avail abl e cost savi ng opportunities.

The high-end estimted total capital costs of today’'s
final rule are $471 million. Depending on the nunber of
facilities eventually denonstrating eligibility for the
| ow-ri sk subcategory, the capital costs could fall to
$240 mllion. These capital costs apply to existing
sources and include the costs to purchase and install
both the RTO equi pnent (and in sonme cases, a WESP
upstream of the RTO and the nonitoring equi pnent, and
the costs of performance tests. Wod products enclosure
costs are also included for reconstituted wood products
presses.

The hi gh-end estimated annualized costs of the final

standards are $140 million. Depending on the number of
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facilities eventually denonstrating eligibility for the
| ow-ri sk subcategory, the annualized costs could fall to
$74 mllion. The annualized costs account for the
annual i zed capital costs of the control and nonitoring
equi pnent, operation and nai nt enance expenses, and
recordkeeping and reporting costs. Potential control
devi ce cost savings and increased recordkeepi ng and
reporting costs associated with the em ssions averagi ng
provisions in today’'s final rule are not accounted for in
either the capital or annualized cost estimates.

G  \Wiat are the econom c inpacts?

The econom c i npact anal ysis shows that the expected
price increases for affected output would range fromO0. 4
to 1.3 percent as a result of the NESHAP for PCWP
manuf acturers. The expected change in production of
affected output is a reduction of 0.06 to 0.4 percent for
PCWP manufacturers as a result of today’'s final rule. No
pl ant cl osures are expected out of the 223 facilities
affected by the final rule. Therefore, it is likely that
there is no adverse inpact expected to occur for those
i ndustries that produce output affected by the final
rul e, such as hardboard, softwood pl ywod and veneer,

engi neered wood products, and other wood conposites.
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H What are the social costs and benefits?

OQur assessnment of costs and benefits of today’'s final
rule is detailed in the “Regul atory | npact Analysis for
t he Proposed Pl ywood and Conposite Wod Products MACT.”
The Regul atory Inmpact Analysis (RIA) is |located in Docket
nunber A-98-44 and Docket number OAR-2003-0048.

It is estimated that 3 years after inplenmentation of
the final rule requirenents, reductions of formal dehyde,
acet al dehyde, acrol ein, nethanol, phenol and several
ot her HAP from existing PCW em ssion sources would be
5,900 My/yr (6,600 tons/yr) to 9,900 My/yr (11,000
tons/yr), depending on how many affected sources are in
the lowrisk subcategory. The health effects associ at ed
with these HAP are discussed earlier in this preanble.

At this tinme, we are unable to provide a conprehensive
quantification and nonetization of the HAP-rel ated
benefits of the final rule. Nevertheless, it is possible
to derive rough estimates for one of the nore inportant
benefit categories, i.e., the potential nunmber of cancer
cases avoi ded and cancer risk reduced as a result of the
i nposition of the MACT | evel of control on this source

category. Qur analysis suggests that inposition of the
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MACT | evel of control would reduce cancer cases by | ess
t han one case per year, on average, starting sone years
after inplenentation of the standards. We present these
results in the RIA. This risk reduction estimte is
uncertain and should be regarded as an extrenely rough
estimate and should be viewed in the context of the full
spectrum of unquantified noncancer effects associ ated
wi th the HAP reductions.

The control technol ogies used to reduce the |evel of
HAP emitted from PCWP sources are al so expected to reduce
em ssions of CO PM, and VOC. Depending on how nmany
af fected sources are in the lowrisk subcategory, it is
estimated that CO em ssions reductions total
approximately 7,600 My/yr (8,400 tons/yr) to 9,500 My/yr
(10,000 tons/yr), PM, em ssions reductions total
approxi mately 5,300 My/yr (5,900 tons/yr) to 11,000 M/ yr
(12,000 tons/yr) , and VOC em ssions reductions
(approxi mted as THC) total approximtely 13,000 My/yr
(14,000 tons/yr) to 25,000 My/yr (27,000 tons/yr). These
estimated reductions occur from existing sources in
operation 3 years after the inplenentation of the
requirenments of the final rule and are expected to

continue throughout the life of the sources. Human
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health effects associated with exposure to CO include
cardi ovascul ar system and CNS effects, which are directly
related to reduced oxygen content of bl ood and which can
result in nodification of visual perception, hearing,
mot or and sensori notor performance, vigilance, and
cognitive ability. The VOC eni ssions reductions may | ead
to sonme reduction in ozone concentrations in areas in

whi ch the affected sources are |ocated. There are both
human health and welfare effects that result from
exposure to ozone, and these effects are listed in Table

3 of this preanble.
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OZONE- RELATED, AND PM EM SSI ONS REDUCTI ONS
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UNQUANTI FI ED BENEFI T CATEGORI ES FROM HAP,

Unquantified Effect
Cat egori es Associ at ed
wth HAP

Unquantified Effect
Cat egori es Associ at ed
with CQzone

Unquantified Effect
Cat egori es
Associated with PM

Heal t h
Cat egori es

Car ci nogeni city
Cenotoxicity

Pul monary function
decr enent

Dermal irritation
Eye irritation
Neurotoxicity

| munot oxi city

Pul monary function
decr enent

Li ver effects
Gastrointestina
effects

Ki dney effects

Car di ovascul ar

i npai r nent

Hemat opoi etic (Bl ood
di sorders)

Repr oduct i ve/ Devel opm
ental effects

Al rway responsiveness
Pul monary infl amrati on
I ncr eased
susceptibility to
respiratory infection
Acute inflammation and
respiratory cell
danege

Chronic respiratory
damage/ Premat ur e

agi ng of |ungs
Energency roomvisits
for asthma

Hospi tal adm ssions
for respiratory

di seases

Ast hma at t acks

M nor restricted
activity days

Premature nortality
Chronic bronchitis
Hospi tal adm ssions
for chronic
obstructive

pul monary di sease,
pneunoni a,

car di ovascul ar

di seases, and

ast hrma

Changes in

pul monary function
Mor phol ogi cal
changes

Al tered host

def ense nmechani sns
Cancer

Q her chronic
respiratory di sease
Emer gency room
visits for asthma
Lower and upper
respiratory

synpt ons

Acute bronchitis
Shortness of breath
M nor restricted
activity days

Ast hma attacks

Wirk | oss days
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el fare
Cat egori es

Corrosi on/ Det eri or at
on

Unpl easant odors
Transportation safety
concerns

Yield
reducti ons/ Fol i ar
injury
Bi omass
Speci es
decl i ne
Speci es
decl i ne
Communi ty size
decr ease

O ganism lifespan
decr ease

Trophi ¢ web
shortening

decr ease
ri chness

diversity

Ecosyst em and
vegetation effects in
Cass | areas (e.g.
nati onal parKks)
Damage to urban
ornanent al s

(e.g.,grass, flowers,

shrubs, and trees in
urban areas)

Conmmrercial field crops
Fruit and vegetabl e
crops

Reduced yields of tree
seedl i ngs, conmercia

and non-commerci al
forests

Damage to ecosystens
Mat eri al s danmage
Reduced wor ker
productivity

Materi al s danmage
Damage to
ecosystens (e.qg.,
acid sulfate
deposi tion)
Nitrates in

dri nki ng water

At the present tinme, we cannot

estimate for

in CO

We al so did not

provi de a nonetary
the benefits associated with the reductions

provide a nonetary estinmate for

t he benefits associated with the changes in ozone

concentrations that

result fromthe VOC eni ssions

reductions since we are unable to do the necessary air

quality nodeling to estinmate the ozone concentration

changes.
for

en ssi ons,

signi ficant

For PM,,

we did not

provide a nonetary estinmate

the benefits associated with the reduction of the

al t hough these reductions are |likely to have

vicinity of affected sources.

heal th benefits to populations living in the

There may be increases in NO¢ enm ssions associ at ed
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with today’'s final rule as a result of increased use of
i nci neration-based controls. These NO; eni ssion increases
by thensel ves could cause sonme increase in ozone and
particul ate matter (PM concentrati ons, which could | ead
to inpacts on human health and welfare as listed in Table
3 of this preanble. The potential inpacts associated
with increases in anbient PM and ozone due to these
em ssion increases are discussed in the RIA. In addition
to potential NO; i ncreases at affected sources, today’s
final rule may also result in additional electricity use
at affected sources due to application of controls. As
such, the final rule may result in additional health
i npacts fromincreased anbi ent PM and ozone fromthese
increased utility em ssions. W did not quantify or
moneti ze these health inpacts.

Every benefit-cost analysis exanm ning the potenti al
effects of a change in environnental protection
requirenents is limted to sone extent by data gaps,
limtations in nodel capabilities (such as geographic
coverage), and uncertainties in the underlying scientific
and econom c studies used to configure the benefit and
cost nodels. Deficiencies in the scientific literature

often result in the inability to estimte changes in
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heal th and environnental effects. Deficiencies in the
econom cs literature often result in the inability to
assign econom ¢ values even to those health and

envi ronnent al outcones which can be quantified. These
general uncertainties in the underlying scientific and
econom cs literatures are discussed in detail in the RIA
and its supporting docunments and references.

In determ ning the overall econom ¢ consequences of
the final rule, it is essential to consider not only the
costs and benefits expressed in dollar terns but also
those benefits and costs that we could not quantify. A
full listing of the benefit categories that could not be
quantified or nonetized in our analysis is provided in
Tabl e 3 of this preanble.

V. Summary of Responses to Maj or Comments and Changes
to the Plywood and Conposite Wod Products NESHAP

We proposed the PCWP NESHAP on January 9, 2003 (68 FR
1276), and received 57 comment |letters on the proposal
during the comment period. |In response to the public
comments received on the proposed rule, we made severa
changes in developing today’s final rule. Table 4 of
this preanble provides a |ist of the major changes that

we made to the final rule. The mpjor coments and our
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responses are summarized in the follow ng sections. A
conplete summary of the comrents received during the
comment period and responses thereto can be found in the
background i nformati on docunment (BID) for the promnul gated
which is avail able from severa

rul e, sources (see

SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORMATI ON section).

TABLE 4. SUMVARY OF MAJOR CHANGES TO SUBPART DDDD OF
PART 63
Pr oposed Fi na
Section Section Change from Proposa
863. 2231 863. 2231 Revi sed section to state that
subpart DDDD does not apply to
facilities that are part of the | ow
ri sk subcategory of PCWP
manufacturing facilities
863. 2232(b 863. 2232(b Description of affected source
) ) revised to be consistent with
revised definition
863. 2240 863. 2240 Aarified application of conpliance
options to a single process unit
863. 2240( a 863. 2240( a Added wet control device to the |ist
) ) of devices that may not be used to
nmeet the PBCO
863. 2240(b 863. 2240( b Changed press encl osure reference
) ) from*“PTE" to “wood products
encl osure”
863. 2240(c 863. 2240(c Revi sed definition of AMR and OCEP,

) (1)

) (1)

i n em ssions averaging cal cul ations
to clarify that sources can receive
partial credits fromdebit-
generating process units that are
undercontrol | ed; revised definition
of CD to address test nethod for

bi ol ogi cal treatnent units that do
not neet the definition of biofilter
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§63. 2240( ¢
)(2)(iii)

§63. 2240( C
)(2)(iii)

Revi sed restriction on em ssions
average related to process units
that are already controll ed.

§63. 2241(c
)

Added new section that exenpts dry
rotary dryers, hardwood veneer
dryers, and veneer redryers from
work practice requirenents if they
conply with nore stringent standards
in 863.2240

§63. 2250( a
)

§63. 2250( a
)

Revi sed section to clarify that SSM
refers to both process unit and
control device SSM

§63. 2250( d
)

§63. 2250( a
)

Moved and revi sed section to
consol i dat e expl anati on of SSM
provi si ons

§63. 2250( d
)

Added specific exanpl e of a shutdown
for direct-fired burners and a
specific exanple of a startup for
direct-fired softwood veneer dryers

§63. 2250( e
)

Renmoved requirenent to record
control device mai nt enance schedul e

§63. 2250( f
)

Renmoved requirenent to naintain and
operate catal yst according to
manuf acturer’s specifications

§63. 2251( a
)

§63. 2251( a
)

Added partial list of events
eligible for a routine contro

devi ce exenption; clarified duty to
m ni m ze em ssions

§63. 2251( b
) (1)

§63. 2251( b
) (1)

Specified type of strand dryer
controlled by a control device
eligible for a routine contro
devi ce mai nt enance exenption of 3
percent of annual uptine

§63. 2251( b
) (2)

§63. 2251( b
)(2)

Added conveyor strand dryer to |ist
of process units controlled by a
control device eligible for a
routi ne control device naintenance
exenption of 0.5 percent of annua
uptime
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§63. 2251( e
)

§63. 2251( e
)

Renmoved requirenent to schedul e
control device maintenance at the
begi nni ng of each seni-annual period

§63. 2260( a
)

§63. 2260( a
)

Expanded exenption fromtesting and
nmonitoring requirenments to al
conbustion units that introduce
process unit exhaust into the flame
zone.

§63. 2262(d
)

§63. 2262(d
) (1)
§63. 2262(d
)(2)

Added sanpling | ocation requirenents
for control devices in sequence,
process units with no contro

device, and process units with a wet
control device

§63. 2262(g
)

§63. 2262(g
) (1)

Rewor ded and renunbered section to
all ow for one case in which non-

detect data is not considered to be
one-half the nethod detection [imt

§63. 2262(g
)(2)

Added exception to requirenent to
treat non-detect data as one-hal f
the detection imt

§63. 2262(k
) (1)

§63. 2262(k
) (1)

Aarified requirements for
establ i shing the m ni num firebox
tenperature for thermal oxidizers

§63. 2262(k
) (2)
§63. 2262(k
) (3)

Renmoved sections on establishing
operating paraneter limts for
static pressure and stack gas fl ow
for thermal oxidizers

§63. 2262(k
) (4)

§63. 2262(k
)(2)

Renmoved references to static
pressure and gas flow rate operating
par amet er s

§63. 2262(k
) (5)

§63. 2262(k
) (3)

Revised eligibility criteria for
exenptions from performance testing
and operating requirenents for
thermal oxidi zers

§63. 2262(|
) (1)

§63. 2262(|
) (1)

Carified requirements for
establishing the mninumcatal ytic
oxi di zer tenperature

§63. 2262(|
)(2)
§63. 2262(|
) (3)

Renmoved sections on establishing
operating paraneter limts for
static pressure and stack gas fl ow
for catal ytic oxidizers
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863. 2262(| 863. 2262(| Renmoved references to static

)(4) )(2) pressure and gas flow rate operating
par anet er s

863. 2262(m 863. 2262(m Revi sed requirenents for

) (1) ) (1) establishing biofilter operating

863. 2262(m 863. 2262(m limts (tenperature range)

) (2) )(2)

863. 2262(n 863. 2262(n Revi sed nonitoring requirenents for

) (1) ) (1) process units that nmeet conpliance
options w thout the use of an add-on
control device

863. 2267 863. 2267 Added initial conpliance criteria
for a wood products encl osure

— 8§63. 2268 Added criteria for denonstration of
initial conpliance for a wet contro
devi ce

863. 2268( a 863. 2269( a Revi sed conti nuous par anet er

) (1) ) (1) nmoni tori ng system requirenents

863. 2268( a 863. 2270(d Revi sed and noved sections regarding

) (3) ) determ nati on of bl ock averages and

863. 2268( a 863.2270(e valid data to section on continuous

) (4) ) conpl i ance requi renents

863. 2268( b 863. 2269( b Aarified tenperature neasurenent

)(2) ) (2) requi rements

863. 2268(b 863. 2268(b

) (3) ) (3)

863. 2268(c — Renmoved sections regardi ng pH

) pressure, and flow nonitoring

863. 2268(d

)

863. 2268( e

)

863. 2268( f 863. 2269(c Revi sed requi renents for wood

) (1) ) (1) nmoi sture nonitoring

863. 2268( f 863. 2269(c

) (2) ) (2)

— 863. 2269(c Added equation for converting

) (5)

nmoi sture neasurenents fromwet basis
to dry basis
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§63. 2270( ¢
)

§63. 2270( c
)

Added | anguage to specify that data
recorded during periods of SSM nay
not be used in data averages and

cal cul ations used to report em ssion
or operating |levels

§63. 2270(f
)

Added requirenent that 75 percent of
readi ngs recorded and included in

bl ock averages nust be based on
valid data

§63. 2280( f
) (6)

§63. 2280( f
) (6)

Revi sed EAP subni ssion requi renents
to include information on debit-
generating process units

§63. 2282( e
)

Added requirenent to keep records of
annual catal yst activity checks and
subsequent corrective actions for
catal ytic oxidizers

863. 2291

863. 2291

Revi sed section to state that EPA
retains authority to review
eligibility denonstrations for the
| owri sk subcat egory

863. 2292

Added definitions of “agricultura
fiber,” “conbustion unit,” “conveyor
strand dryer,” “conveyor strand
dryer zone,” “flame zone,” “group 1
m scel | aneous coating operations,”
“non- HAP coating,” *one-hour
period,” “partial wood products
encl osure,” “primary tube dryer,”
“rotary strand dryer,” “secondary
tube dryer,” “wet control device,”
and “wood products encl osure”

§63. 2292

Renmoved definitions of “permanent
total enclosure,” “plant site,” and
“strand dryer”
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863. 2292

863. 2292

Revi sed definitions of “affected
source,” “biofilter,” “deviation,”
“fiber,” fiberboard,” “hardboard,”
“medi um density fiberboard,”

“m scel | aneous coati ng operations,”
“particle,” “particl eboard,”

“pl ywood and conposite wood products
(PCWP) manufacturing facility,”
“sof t wood veneer dryer,” and
“thermal oxidizer”

Tabl e 1A

Tabl e 1A

Changed “tube dryers” to “prinary
tube dryers” and added “secondary
tube dryers”; added PBCO limt for
secondary tube dryers; revised PBCO
limt for reconstituted wood product
board cool ers; changed “strand
dryers” to “rotary strand dryers”

Tabl e 1B

Tabl e 1B

Added “rotary strand dryers,”
“conveyor strand dryer zone one (at
exi sting affected sources),” and
“conveyor strand dryer zones one and
two (at new affected sources)” to
the list of process units

Tabl e 2,
Line 1

Tabl e 2,
Line 1

Reduced t hernal oxidizer operating
requi renents to maintaining the
average firebox tenperature above
the m ni numt enperat ure

Tabl e 2,
Li ne 2

Tabl e 2,
Li ne 2

Reduced catal ytic oxidizer operating
requi renents to maintaining the

t enperature above a m ni num
tenperature and checki ng the
activity level of a representative
sanpl e of the catal yst every 12

nmont hs

Tabl e 2,
Line 3

Tabl e 2,
Li ne 3

Reduced biofilter operating

requi renents to maintaining the
biofilter bed tenperature within a
range

Tabl e 2,
Line 5

Tabl e 2,
Line 5

Revi sed operating requirenents for
process units without contro
devi ces
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— Tabl e 3, Added work practice requirenents for
Line 5 group 1 m scell aneous coating
operations
Tabl e 4, Tabl e 4, Revi sed t he performance test
Line 9 Line 9 criteria for reconstituted wood
product presses and reconstituted
wood product board cool ers
Tabl e 4, Tabl e 4, Revi sed text to clarify that
Line 11 Line 11 performance test requirenents apply
to all process units in an eni ssions
average plan
Tabl e 5, Tabl e 5, Renmoved mi ni mum heat input capacity
Line 7 Line 7 criterion for conbustion units
— Tabl e 5, Added criteria for perfornance
Line 8 testing and initial conpliance
denonstrations for wet contro
devi ces
— Tabl e 6, Added initial conpliance
Line 5 denonstration for Goup 1
m scel | aneous coati ng operations
Tabl e 7, Tabl e 7, Revi sed “at or above the naxi num at
Line 1 Line 1 or below the mnimuni to read “at or
above the mninmum at or bel ow the
maxi munf
— Tabl e 7, Added conti nuous conpliance
Line 3 requirenents (periodic testing) for
biofilters
— Tabl e 7, Added conti nuous conpliance
Line 4 requi renents (annual catal yst
activity check) for catalytic
oxi di zers
— Tabl e 7, Added conti nuous conpliance
Line 5 requi renents for process units
achi eving conpliance w thout an add-
on control device
Tabl e 8, Tabl e 8, Speci fied bl ock averages of 24 hours
Line 1 Line 1 for nmoisture and tenperature

measurenents for dry rotary dryers
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Tabl e 8, Tabl e 8, Speci fied bl ock average of 24 hours
Line 4 Line 4 for noi sture measurenents for veneer
dryers
— Tabl e 8, Added conti nuous conpliance

Line 5 requirenents for Goup 1
m scel | aneous coati ng operations
Tabl e 10, Tabl e 10, Added “rounding of data” to
863. 8(Q9) 863. 8( Q) description of the Genera

Provi si ons section

Appendi x A Appendi x A Made various revisions throughout to
to Subpart to Subpart reflect the renoval of a pernanent
DDDD DDDD total enclosure (PTE) as a
requi renent for reconstituted wood
products presses and board cool ers

— Appendi x B Added appendi x B to specify
to Subpart procedure for denonstrating that a
DDDD affected source is part of the | ow

ri sk subcategorx

A. Applicability

1. Definition of Affected Source

Comment: Several comenters requested that we clarify
that the PCWP affected source includes refining and resin
preparation activities such as m xing, fornulating,
bl endi ng, and cheni cal storage, and suggested that
boil ers be excluded. The comenters wanted to ensure
that onsite resin preparation activities are specifically
mentioned in and regul ated by the final PCW rule to
avoi d duplicate regul ation of those activities under the
M scel | aneous Organi c Chem cal Manufacturing NESHAP

(subpart FFFF) or the M scel |l aneous Coati ng Manufacturing
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NESHAP (subpart HHHHH). Commenters al so recommended
changi ng the proposed definition of affected source by
revising the definition of “plant site,” which was used
in the affected source definition at proposal. The
commenters asked that we make the definition of “plant
site” consistent with the definition of “major source” as
defined for title V permtting in 40 CFR 70.2. According
to the commenters, the proposed definition of “plant
site” expanded the definition of a source beyond that
used for title V permitting or MACT applicability in
gener al .

Response: W agree with the commenters that changes
shoul d be made to the definition of affected source, and
the definition was adjusted in the final rule. W added
resin preparation activities to the definition of
“affected source” to clarify that these activities are
part of the PCWP source category and are not subject to
subpart FFFF to 40 CFR part 63 or subpart HHHHH to 40 CFR
part 63. Resin preparation includes any m xi ng,
bl ending, or diluting of resins used in the manufacture
of PCWP products which occurs at the PCWP manufacturing
facility. W feel this change is appropriate because the

MACT analysis for resin preparation activities was
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conducted under the PCWP final rul emaking. (As explained
in the proposal BID and supporting docunentation, we
determ ned that MACT for new and existing bl enders and
resin storage/m xing tanks is no en ssions reductions.)
Subpart FFFF to 40 CFR part 63 and subpart HHHHH to 40
CFR part 63 exclude activities included as part of the
af fected source for other source categories. Thus,
onsite resin preparation activities at a PCWP
manuf acturing facility are not subject to subpart FFFF to
40 CFR part 63 or subpart HHHHH to 40 CFR part 63.

We added refiners to the definition of affected source
to clarify that these sources are part of the affected
source and were part of the MACT analysis for the PCW
source category. (For new and existing pressurized
refiners, we determ ned that MACT is based on the use of
i nci neration-based control or a biofilter, and for new
and existing atnmospheric refiners, we determ ned that
MACT is no em ssions reductions.)

We renoved all references to “plant site” fromthe
final rule and replaced references to “plant site” with
the term*“facility” to elimnate confusion regarding
whi ch em ssion sources constitute the affected source and

whi ch em ssion sources woul d be consi dered when making a
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maj or source determ nation. The term“plant site” was
used only in the proposed definitions of “affected
source” and “plywood and conposite wood products
manuf acturing facility.” Inclusion of the term “pl ant
site” in the proposed definition of affected source
uni ntentionally broadened the definition such that
em ssion sources not related to PCW manufacturing could
be construed as being part of the affected source. For
exanpl e, under the proposed definitions of “affected
source” and “plant site,” if a conmpany operated both a
PCWP manufacturing facility and a wood buil di ng products
surface coating facility at the same site, both
operations m ght be considered to be part of the PCW
af fected source because the “plant site” would enconpass
bot h operations, even though these two operations are
regul at ed under separate NESHAP. W renoved the term
“plant site” fromthe final rule to clarify that the
requirements in the final rule would only apply to the
affected source, which is the PCW manufacturing
facility. However, we note that any major source
determ nati on woul d be based on total em ssions from both
operations since the two operations are col ocated and

under common control. (See definition of major source in
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t he General Provisions (40 CFR part 63, subpart A).)

We did not incorporate the comrenters’ suggestion to
specifically exclude boilers fromthe definition of
“af fected source” because it is possible for a boiler to
be subject to both the PCW NESHAP and t he
I ndustrial/Comrercial/lnstitutional Boilers and Process
Heaters NESHAP (e.g., if a portion of the boiler exhaust
is used to direct fire dryers while the remaining portion
of the boiler exhaust is vented to the atnobsphere).
However, in nost cases, conbustion units would only be
subject to one MACT. The overl ap between the PCW NESHAP
and the Industrial/Comercial/lnstitutional Boilers and
Process Heaters NESHAP is al so discussed in this
pr eanbl e.
2. Process Definitions

Comment: Commenters recomrended that a nunber of
definitions included in the proposed rule be revised to
better distinguish between particleboard, MF and
har dboard and/or to be consistent with definitions
devel oped by the Anerican National Standards Institute
(ANSI ) .

Response: We made changes to several of the proposed

process-rel ated definitions including the definitions of
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particle, fiber, hardboard, MDF, and particl eboard.
These m nor changes incorporate some of the wording in
simlar definitions used by ANSI but do not affect the
scope or applicability of the final rule. W also added
a definition of agricultural fiber recomended by
commenters because the term “agricultural fiber” appears
in the definition of plywdod and conposite wood products
facility.

Comment: Several commenters requested that the
proposed definition of tube dryer be changed so that
stages in nultistage tube dryers would be consi dered as
separate tube dryers. Wth this change, different
control options could be applied to different dryer
st ages.

Response: Under the proposed definition of tube
dryer, a nultistage tube dryer with nore than one control
device and em ssions point would be considered one
process unit. In devel oping the proposed rule, we noted
that the function of tube dryers is the sanme regardl ess
of single- or nultistage configuration and that
di stingui shing between dryer configurations woul d not
change the results of the MACT floor analysis, despite

the fact that the mpjority of the HAP em ssions exhaust
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fromthe primary stage. Therefore, we made no
di stinction between single-stage and nultistage tube
dryers at proposal. However, we agree with the
commenters that defining the stages of nultistage tube
dryers separately would allow facilities the flexibility
of choosing different conpliance options for each stage
of the tube dryer, and we have included separate
definitions of primary tube dryer and secondary tube
dryer in the final rule. The MACT floor for both primry
tube dryers and secondary tube dryers is the sane (e.g.,
90 percent reduction in em ssions), but facilities may
choose different control options for the primary and
secondary tube dryers. For exanple, a facility with a
mul ti stage tube dryer could use an add-on control device
to reduce em ssions fromthe primry tube dryer only and
then use em ssions averaging to offset the uncontroll ed
em ssions fromthe secondary tube dryer.
3. Lumber Kilns

Comment: We received comments fromrepresentatives of
sawm | I s and wood treating facilities disagreeing with
the inclusion of lunmber kilns in the PCW source
category. The commenters stated that owners and

operators of kilns that are not |ocated at a PCW
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facility may be subject to other requirements of the
rul e, as proposed, that do not truly apply to them
i ncluding costly nonitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting. One commenter was concerned that the owners
and operators of non-col ocated |unmber kilns could find
t hensel ves in violation of the May 15, 2002, case-by-case
“MACT Hammer” deadline even though they did not
anticipate being included in the rule, as proposed, and
thus did not apply for the case-by-case consideration.

Response: At proposal, we broadened the PCWP source
category to include non-col ocated |lunber kilns (i.e.,
| umber kil ns |ocated at stand-al one kiln-dried |unber
manuf acturing facilities or at any other type of
facility). In the preanble to the proposed rule, we
noted that if non-col ocated |unber kilns were not
included in the PCWP NESHAP, then kiln-dried |unber
manuf acturing could be |listed as a major source category
under section 112(c) of the CAA in the future, requiring
a separate CAA section 112(d) rul emaking and potentially
becom ng separately subject to the provisions of section
112(g) of the CAA as well. We felt it was reasonable to
i ncl ude non-col ocated |unber kilns in the PCWP source

cat egory because the design and operation of |unmber kilns
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are essentially the sane regardl ess of whether the kilns
are located at a sawm ||l or are col ocated with PCWP or

ot her types of manufacturing operations. At proposal, we
noted that there are no currently applicable controls at
any lunber kilns and that it would be both nore efficient
and expeditious to include all lunmber kilns in the MACT

analysis for the final PCW rule than to separately

address themin a rulemaking that |ikely would not result
i n meani ngful em ssions reductions from |l unber kilns. In
addition, we noted that including all lunber kilns in the

final PCWP MACT results in placing themon a faster
schedul e for purposes of future residual risk analysis
under CAA section 112(f).

In an attenpt to better understand the concerns of the
commenters, we nmet with wood products industry
representatives who requested that |unber kilns be
included in the PCWP source category and with the
comment ers who di sagreed that non-col ocated | unber Kkilns
shoul d be included in the PCW source category. After
consi deration of concerns expressed by all of the
comenters on this issue, we nmaintain that it is nore
efficient for EPA, State regulators, and |unmber kiln

operators for EPA to include all lunmber kilns in the
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final PCW NESHAP. Because the MACT fl oor determ nation
for lunmber kilns is no em ssion reduction (as expl ai ned
in the proposal preanble), there will not be a
significant nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting
burden for facilities with only non-col ocated | unmber
kilns. Only those facilities that are mmjor sources of
HAP em ssions are subject to the final PCW NESHAP.
Facilities with non-col ocated |unber kilns that are
classified as major sources of HAP nust submt an initial
notification formrequired by the final PCW NESHAP and
the Part 1 “MACT Hamrer” application required by section
112(j) of the CAA. We note that both of these forns
sinply ask the facilities to identify thensel ves to EPA
We acknow edge that operators of non-col ocated | unber
kil ns were not aware that they were included in the PCWP
source category until the proposed PCW NESHAP was

printed in the Federal Register on January 9, 2003, and

t herefore, would not have known to submt a Part 1
application by May 15, 2002.
4. Regul ated HAP

Comment: One comenter objected to the fact that the
proposed rule only set standards for six HAP. The

commenter asserted that, according to the CAA and
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National Linme Ass’'n v. EPA, 233 F.3d 625, 633-634 (D.C.

Cir. 2000), we are required to set standards for every
HAP listed in CAA section 112(b)(1) emtted by PCWP
operations, not just the ones that are the easiest to
measure. O her commenters disagreed and noted that a
requi renment that EPA inpose an em ssion standard for
every listed HAP, w thout regard to whether or not there
are applicable nmethods for reducing HAP en ssions or
whet her the MACT fl oor sources actually use such nethod,
contradicts the plain | anguage of the statute. These
commenters contended that the statute specifically franmes
the inquiry in ternms of degrees of reduction.

Response: Today’'s final PCWP rule contains nunerical
emssion limts in terms of methanol, fornmal dehyde, THC,
or total HAP (which is defined in the final rule as the
sum of six HAP including acrol ein, acetal dehyde,

f ormal dehyde, nethanol, phenol, and propional dehyde).
The nati onwi de PCWP em ssions of total HAP are 18, 190
tons/yr, which is 96 percent of the nationw de em ssions
of all HAP (19,000 tons/yr) emtted by PCW facilities.
The six HAP that conprise total HAP are found in

em ssions fromall PCW product sectors that contain

maj or sources and in em ssions from nost process units.
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At proposal, when we stated that other HAP are emtted
“in low quantities that may be difficult to measure,” we
were referring to HAP that are often emtted at |evels
bel ow test nmethod detection limts (68 FR 1276, January
9, 2003). Qur data clearly show that these other HAP are
difficult or inpossible to measure because they are
either emtted in very |ow quantities or are not present.
Such low quantities are not detectable by the applicable
em ssion testing procedures (which are sensitive enough
to detect HAP at concentrations below 1 part per mllion
(ppm ). W©Many of these other HAP were detected in |ess
than 15 percent of test runs, or for only one type of
process unit.

Based on our em ssions data, we determ ned that
met hanol , formal dehyde, THC, or total HAP are appropriate
surrogates for nmeasuring all organi c HAP neasurabl y-
emtted by the PCWP source category. The PBCO and
enm ssions averagi ng conpliance options in today’ s final
PCWP rul e are based on total HAP. Review of the em ssion
factors used to devel op the em ssions estinmates for the
PCWP source category indicates that uncontrolled
em ssions of HAP (other than the six HAP) are always

| ower than em ssions of the six HAP for every process
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unit with MACT control requirenments. Thus, process units
nmeeting the PBCO based on total HAP al so would have | ow
em ssions of other organic HAP. The em ssions averagi ng
provi si ons and add-on control device conpliance options

i nvol ve use of add-on APCD. The avail abl e data show t hat
a reduction in one predom nant HAP (or THC) correl ates
with a reduction in other HAP if the other HAP is present
in detectable quantities and at sufficient concentration.
The data al so show that the nechanisnms in RTO, RCO, and
bi ofilters that reduce em ssions of fornmal dehyde and

met hanol reduce em ssions of the remaining HAP. In

addi tion, an analysis of the physical properties of the
organic HAP emtted from PCWP processes indicates that
nearly all of the HAP woul d be conbusted at nor mal

t hermal oxidi zer operating tenperatures. Today’'s
standards are based on the use of add-on control devices
because the avail able em ssions data do not reveal any
process variables that could be mani pul ated (w thout
altering the product) to achieve a quantifiable reduction
in em ssions. Furthernore, nothing in the data suggests
t hat process variables could be mani pulated in a way that
woul d alter the relationship between formal dehyde and

met hanol reduction and reducti on of other HAP. W
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determned that it is appropriate for the final PCAP rule
to contain conpliance options in terns of total HAP, THC,
f or mal dehyde, or nethanol because the same neasures used
to reduce em ssions of these pollutants al so reduce
em ssi ons of other organic HAP.

B. Overlap with Gher Rul es

1. Overlap with Industrial/Comrercial/lnstitutional
Boi |l ers and Process Heaters NESHAP

Comment: Comenters expressed support for our
proposal to regulate enm ssions from conbustion units used
to direct fire dryers and to exclude these em ssions from
the requirenments of the
I ndustrial/Comrercial/lnstitutional Boilers and Process
Heat ers NESHAP. However, the commenters expressed
concern about potential NESHAP applicability questions
that could arise during short periods when the exhaust
gases from these conbustion units are not exhausting
t hrough the dryers and woul d bypass any controls applied
to these dryers. The commenters noted that in sonme of
t he conmbustion units associated with direct-fired dryers,
a smal| percentage of conbustion gas is routed to
i ndi rect heat exchange and then is normally and

predom nantly routed to direct-fired gas flow. According
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to the commenters, in these hybrid units, typically only
a small fraction of combustion gas (e.g., less than 10
percent of total capacity) is routed to indirect heat
exchange for hot oil/steam generation. This fraction of
t he conmbustion unit exhaust then generally exhausts
t hrough the direct-fired dryers and the eni ssions are
treated by the add-on control device at the dryers’
outlet. However, under certain circunstances (e.g.,
during startups, shutdowns, energencies, or periods when
dryers are down for maintenance but steanfthermal oil is
still needed for plant and/or press heat), sone systens
may exhaust directly to the atnosphere w thout passing
t hrough the direct-fired dryers and the associ ated
control systens. The commenters recomended that this
smal | subset of conbustion units be assigned a primary
pur pose (based on the predom nant allocation of British
thermal units per hour (Btu/hr) capacity and/or
predom nant node of operation) and regul ated accordi ngly.
In the above exanple, the commenters assuned that the
primary purpose is as a direct-fired dryer, such that the
equi pnrent woul d be subject to the final PCW MACT and not
to the Industrial/Comercial/lnstitutional Boilers and

Process Heat ers NESHAP.
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Response: In considering the commenters’ request, we
reviewed avail able information on direct-fired dryers and
t he associ ated conbustion units at PCWP facilities. The
avai l able information indicates that there are nmany
configurations of combustion units, dryers, and thermal
oil heaters in the PCWP industry. While some systens
have the hybrid configurations described by the
commenters whereby a portion of the conmbustion gas is
routed to indirect heat exchange, other systens retain
all of the conbustion gas within the direct-fired system
We do not have sufficient information (and no such
i nformation was provided by the commenters) to fully
evaluate the need for a primary purpose designation for
PCWP combustion units, to establish the percentage- of -
operating-time or British thermal unit (Btu) limts for
such a primary purpose designation, or to determ ne MACT
for conbustion units that would neet the primary purpose
desi gnati on. For exanple, we do not know how many
conmbustion units are configured to incorporate both
indirect and direct heat exchange, and for these units we
do not know the amount of tinme or the percentage of Btu
all ocation that is devoted to indirect heat exchange or

the controls used to reduce em ssions during indirect
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heat exchange. We expect that all of these factors vary
substantially fromfacility to facility for those
facilities that have these hybrid conbustion units. W
al so lack information on the em ssions reduction

techni ques (e.g., control devices) applied to conmbustion
units associated with direct-fired PCW dryers that may
bypass the dryers for sone unknown percentage of tine.
Therefore, we feel it would be inappropriate for us to
establish a primary purpose designation which could

i nadvertently allow facilities to configure their systens
to direct a portion of their uncontrolled em ssions to

t he atnosphere without these eni ssions’ being subject to
the Industrial/Comrercial/lnstitutional Boilers and
Process Heaters NESHAP. Also, we wish to clarify that
the final PCWP rule regulates only that portion of

em ssions froma conbustion unit that are routed through
the direct-fired dryers. Any em ssions froma conbustion
unit that are not routed through the direct-fired dryers
woul d be subject to the

I ndustrial/Comrercial/lnstitutional Boilers and Process
Heaters NESHAP. Therefore, if the em ssions from a
conbustion unit are split such that only a portion of the

em ssions are routed through a direct-fired dryer, then
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t he conbustion unit would be subject to both rules.

For those occasions when a facility nmust shut down its
direct-fired dryers but still wants to operate the
conbustion unit to heat oil for the press, the facility
could propose in its startup, shutdown, and mal function
(SSM plan to route exhaust through the thermal oi
heater (and then to the atnosphere) during these periods.
The permtting authority would then decide on a facility-
specific basis if heating of the thermal oil heater (and
t he associ ated uncontroll ed em ssions) should be all owed
during dryer SSM considering the amount of tine that this
condition occurs, the fraction of combustion unit Btu
used to heat the thermal oil heater, and the type of
control used to reduce combustion unit emn ssions.

2. Overlap with Whod Buil di ng Products (WBP) NESHAP

Commrent: Commenters on the proposed Whod Bui l di ng
Products (Surface Coating) rule (subpart QQQQ to 40 CFR
part 63) asserted that neither asphalt-coated fiberboard
nor ceiling tiles are coated w th HAP-cont ai ni ng
mat eri al s and that regul ating such products woul d be
burdensone. These commenters requested that we include
asphalt coating of fiberboard and ceiling tiles in

today’' s final PCWP rule by including these coating
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operations under the definition of m scell aneous coati ng
operations (for which the proposed MACT was no em ssi ons
reductions), so that these operations would be subject to
the final PCWP rule and not the WBP rul e, as proposed.
Response: In the proposed rule, we addressed overl ap
bet ween t he WBP and PCWP NESHAP by i ncl udi ng specific
surface coating activities (which occur onsite at a PCW
manuf acturing facility) in the definition of
“m scel | aneous coating operations.” Inclusion of these
activities in the definition of m scellaneous coating
operations neans that these activities are subject to the
final PCWP rule and not to the WBP rule, as proposed. W
made changes to the definition of m scell aneous coati ng
operations in today’s final rule in response to the
public coments we received on the proposed WBP rul e
relating to asphalt-coated fiberboard and ceiling tiles.
We eval uated the types of coatings and processes used
to nake asphalt-coated fiberboard and found that only a
few facilities in the United States nmake these products,
with varying manufacturing and coating processes. An
asphalt enul sion can be added during the fiberboard
form ng process, or asphalt can be applied to the

fi berboard substrate. | nformati on we coll ected on
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asphalt coatings suggests that they contain no HAP.
Dependi ng on the conpany and the process, the coating can
be applied before or after the final dryer with the
product allowed to air dry. Ceiling tiles are usually
coat ed using non-HAP slurries of titanium di oxi de and
various clays, and no organic solvents are used. Most of
t he coatings associated with these types of products are
applied during the substrate form ng process (i.e., to
the wet mat being formed) or prior to the final substrate
dryi ng operation, fiberboard coating operations
(including those used in the manufacture of asphalt-
coated fi berboard and ceiling tiles). Because no HAP are
contained in the above-nmentioned coatings, the coatings
are applied as part of the manufacturing process, and
MACT for these coating processes is no em ssions

reducti ons, we changed the definition of m scell aneous
coating operations to include “application of asphalt,
clay slurry, or titanium di oxide coatings to fiberboard
at the sane site of fiberboard manufacture.” These
products are not subject to the final WBP surface coating
rul e.

C. Amendnents to the Effluent Guidelines for Tinmber

Products Processing
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Comment: Several commenters requested that we address
potential conflicts between the PCW rule as proposed and
the effluent guidelines for the Tinber Products
Processing Point Source Category. These commenters noted
that the effluent guidelines state that “there shall be
no di scharge of process wastewater pollutants into
navi gabl e waters.” However, according to the comenters,
at the time that statement was written, air pollution
controls were not common, and EPA was not aware of the
| arge volunmes of water that can be produced by APCD. The
comment ers recommended that we address this issue by
revising the effluent guidelines at 40 CFR part 429.
Specifically, these commenters asked us to anend the
definition of process wastewaters at 40 CFR part
429.11(c) so that the discharge prohibition in 40 CFR
part 429 would not apply to wastewaters associated with
APCD operation and mai ntenance when installed to conply
with the final PCWP MACT rule. These comenters asserted
that effluent limtations for these wastewaters shoul d be
devel oped by permt witers on a case-by-case basis based
upon best professional judgnment. These commenters noted
that the | anguage we included in the preanble to the

proposed rule would generally acconplish this purpose
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with some m nor changes (see 68 FR 1276, January 9,
2003). The comenters al so provided rationale and data
to support their recomendati on. The comenters
contended that we: (1) underestimated the vol ume of
wast ewat er that would be generated by the application of
MACT and as a result, underestimated the associ ated costs
of disposing of this wastewater; (2) failed to address
the achievability/feasibility of MACT if the discharge of
air pollution control wastewaters is prohibited; and (3)
did not consider wastewater fromair pollution control
devi ces when the Tinber Products zero discharge effluent
gui delines were originally devel oped. The comenters
subm tted several case studies to denonstrate the
variability in the volume of wastewater generated at
various PCW facilities and to show how each facility
currently recycles, reuses, and di sposes of wastewater
generated fromthe operation and mai ntenance of RTO, WESP
and biofilters. The commenters also argued that the
avai |l abl e data do not support a concl usion that
wast ewat ers generated from MACT control devices can, with
Best Avail abl e Technol ogy (BAT), be nmanaged in a way that
does not involve a discharge.

Response: At the tinme we proposed the PCWP rule, we
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i ndi cated that we woul d consider anmending the definition
of process wastewater in 40 CFR part 429 to exclude those
wast ewat ers generated by APCD operation and mai nt enance
when installed to conply with the proposed PCW NESHAP.
We indicated in the preanble to the proposal that we
woul d anmend the definition of process wastewaters if
information and data were submtted to support the
i ndustry’s assertions that PCW facilities in certain
subcat egories would not be able consistently to achieve
the effluent limtations guidelines and standards
applicable to themif they were to conply with the
proposed PCWP NESHAP. As part of the PCWP proposal, we
described with specificity how we would revise 40 CFR
part 429 if we were convinced that such revisions were
appropriate and solicited data and information.

Based on the data and information submtted by the
commenters, we have concluded that facilities subject to
40 CFR part 429, subpart B (Veneer subcategory), subpart
C (Pl ywood subcat egory), subpart D (Dry Process Hardboard
subcat egory), and subpart M (Particleboard Manufacturing
subcat egory) are unable to conply consistently with the
existing 40 CFR part 429 effluent limtations guidelines

and standards, which prohibit the discharge of process
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wast ewat er pol | utants, because of the vol unme of
wast ewat ers generated by APCD that are installed to
conply with the final PCW NESHAP and because the
technol ogy basis for those effluent [imtations
gui delines and standards is insufficient, in |light of
t hat wast ewater volune and the pollutant content, to
achi eve the prohibition on process wastewater discharges
for these NESHAP-rel at ed APCD wastewaters. Therefore, we
are excluding fromthe definition of process wastewaters
in 40 CFR 29.11(c) the follow ng wastewaters associ at ed
with APCD used by PCWP facilities covered by subparts B,
C, D, and Mto conply with 40 CFR 63.22: wastewater from
washout of thermal oxidizers and catal ytic oxidizers,
wast ewater frombiofilters, and wastewater from WESP used
upstream of thermal oxidizers or catalytic oxidizers.

In addition, we agree with coments that we will need

consi derably nore data and information to pronul gate new

effluent limtations guidelines and standards for the
process wastewaters at issue today. In particular, we
will need information to adequately characterize the

quantity and quality of wastewater that woul d be
generated as result of conpliance with the MACT

standards. The volunme and pol | utant content of
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wast ewat er generated at these facilities are related to
producti on processes, air pollution control equipnent

t hat generate wastewater, the extent of opportunities for
internal recycling of wastewater, and the availability of
ot her process uses for wastewater. Until we pronul gate
effluent limtations guidelines and standards for

pol lutants in these process wastewaters, Best Practicable
Technol ogy (BPT) and BAT effluent limtations should be
establ i shed on a case-by-case basis under 40 CFR 125. 3.
Thus, individual facilities seeking a discharge permt

wi ||l have the opportunity, on a case-by-case basis, to
characteri ze and obtain discharge all owances for their
wast ewaters from APCD installed to conply with the fina
PCWP NESHAP. The permt witer would be expected to

det erm ne, based upon best professional judgnent (BPJ),
the appropriate effluent limtations for these APCD

wast ewaters. (See 40 CFR 125.3.) The permt witer can
take into account facility-specific information on

wast ewat er vol unes and pollutants, avail abl e wast ewat er
control and treatnment technol ogies, costs and effl uent
reduction benefits, receiving water quality, and any
applicable State water quality standards. At a later

date, we expect to consider whether to amend the existing
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effluent limtations guidelines and standards for the
Ti mber Processing Industry to cover these process
wast ewaters. Such an effort would involve gathering and
anal yzing the informati on and data necessary to establish
revised categorical effluent limtations affecting
subparts B, C, D, and M of 40 CFR part 429 for these APCD
wast ewaters generated in conplying with the final PCWP
NESHAP.

Today’ s anendnent to the final rule is based on
regul atory | anguage included in the preanbl e acconpanying
the proposed NESHAP for PCW facilities (68 FR 1276,
January 9, 2003). The preanbl e described the
relati onship of the proposed MACT rule to the anmendnent
to 40 CFR part 429 under consideration. The preanble
explained that the entities affected by the proposed MACT
rule would al so be affected by the proposed anendnent to
40 CFR part 429; presented both the ternms and substance
of the amendment under consideration; and described the
subjects and issues involved. |In addition, we solicited
comments on whether to anend 40 CFR 429.11(c) and
information relevant to that decision. Wile at that
time we indicated that we were considering enploying a

direct final rule to pronul gate any such anendnent, we
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have concluded with support from comenters that that
procedure was unnecessary and instead are taking final
action on the amendnent today w thout further process.

D. Exi sti ng Source MACT

1. OSB Strand Dryers

Comrent: One commenter requested that further
consi deration be given to the em ssion standards for |ow-
tenperature OSB conveyor strand dryers. The commenter
stated that because these conveyor strand dryers emt
| ess HAP than rotary strand dryers and have been
recogni zed as best avail able control technol ogy (BACT) in
M nnesota, they should be exenpted from control
requirenents in the final PCW rule. The commenter noted
that the 12 conveyor strand dryers used by their conpany
have three drying zones, each with its own heating system
and exhaust vent(s). When drying hardwods, no VOC
control is required; however, when drying pine the
conpany controls eni ssions fromzones 1 and 2. Zone 3
serves as a final conditioning zone and is exhausted to
t he atnosphere wi thout need for VOC control. The
proposed PCWP rule would have required the sum of the
em ssions fromall three zones to be reduced to MACT

levels (e.g., 90 percent reduction).
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Response: The MACT anal ysis we conducted at proposal
treated conveyor strand dryers as a separate equi pment
group fromrotary strand dryers. W noted that rotary
strand dryers operate at nuch higher inlet tenperatures
(e.g., often greater than or equal to 900°F) than conveyor
strand dryers (e.g., typically |less than 400°F) and t hat
rotary dryers provide greater agitation of the wood
strands than conveyor strand dryers. As a result, the
em ssions from conveyor strand dryers are |lower than the
em ssions fromrotary strand dryers. The em ssions test
data we have for conveyor strand dryers (only
f or mal dehyde and THC data are avail able) indicate that
f ormal dehyde em ssions from conveyor strand dryers are 1
to 2 orders of magnitude | ower than for rotary strand
dryers. The THC em ssions are also |lower for conveyor
strand dryers than for rotary dryers. Our MACT anal ysis
for conveyor strand dryers at proposal concl uded that
three of the eight conveyor strand dryers used in the
U.S. operated with process incineration. Because there
are less than 30 conveyor strand dryers, the MACT fl oor
was based on the control |evel achieved by the third
best-controll ed dryer. Thus, at proposal, we determ ned

that the MACT fl oor control system for new and existing
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conveyor strand dryers was the em ssions reductions

achi evable with incineration-based control. W included
one definition of “strand dryers” in the proposed PCW
rule since MACT for both rotary and conveyor strand
dryers was represented by incineration-based control.

As pointed out by the commenter, conveyor strand
dryers have distinct zones, with each zone having its own
heati ng system and exhaust. W reviewed our MACT survey
data and | earned that all of the conveyor strand dryers
in the U S. have three zones. Upon further scrutiny of
the MACT anal ysis at proposal, we |learned that the three
conveyor strand dryers that formed the basis for the MACT
floor at proposal were routing the em ssions from zone 1
only to an onsite combustion unit for incineration. The
remai ni ng five conveyor strand dryers have no HAP
control. Thus, our conclusions regarding the MACT fl oor
for conveyor strand dryers at proposal were overstated.
The third best-controlled conveyor strand dryer has
i nci neration-based control only on zone 1 as opposed to
controls on all zones. Therefore, we revised our
analysis to reflect that the MACT fl oor for existing
conveyor strand dryers is the em ssions reduction

achi evable with incineration-based control on zone 1. To
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i npl ement this change, we added definitions for “conveyor
strand dryer” and “conveyor strand dryer zone” to the
final rule.

The commenter nentioned operating 12 conveyor strand
dryers. Six of these conveyor strand dryers are | ocated
at new plants that were not included in our pre-proposal
MACT fl oor analysis. These six conveyor strand dryers
route em ssions fromzones 1 and 2 to a cl osed-1oop
incineration systemfor em ssions control. G ven that
newer facilities are incinerating conveyor strand dryer
exhaust from zones 1 and 2, we determ ned that the MACT
fl oor for conveyor strand dryers at new sources is the
em ssions reductions achievable with incineration-based
control for exhausts from zones 1 and 2.

As described in the pronul gation Bl D and supporting
docunent ati on, we determ ned that the environnmental
benefit of controlling additional conveyor dryer zones
woul d not justify the cost for existing or new conveyor
strand dryers.

2. Wod Products Press Encl osures

Comment: Many commenters argued that EPA Method 204

conpliance should not be a part of the PCW MACT fl oor

for presses because nost of the press enclosures that
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were described in the industry survey data as havi ng
per manent total enclosures (PTE) were never certified by
Met hod 204 criteria. The commenters noted that nost of
t hese encl osures were designed according to Met hod 204
design criteria; however, the permts for these
facilities never required themto conply fully with
Met hod 204 certification. The comenters contended that,
of the 26 presses identified as having PTE, only 2 had
actually undergone Met hod 204 certification.

The commenters al so argued that Method 204 cannot be
applied practically to the hot presses that are used at
PCWpP facilities. The comenters stated that Method 204
was devel oped for applications where the em ssions have
consi stent properties; however, the tenperature and
density of em ssions froma typical nultiple-opening
bat ch wood products press are constantly changi ng as the
press opens and cl oses, which creates |ayers of gases
with different physical properties within the encl osure.
According to the commenters, instead of m xing and
exiting the enclosure, the layers of gases can
accurmul ate. The layers of gas in the upper region of the
encl osure have a higher tenperature and pressure than the

air outside the press, and the |lower |ayers of gas have a
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| ower tenperature and pressure than the air outside the
press. The comenters nmaintained that to force the gases
out side the enclosure, the operator would have to
increase the airflow through the systemto a rate that is
three to four tinmes higher than would be necessary for an
encl osure operating at a honogenous tenperature and
pressure. The commenters contended that, while many of
t he wood products presses were designed to follow the
Met hod 204 design criteria, they were not designed to
overcone this phenonenon and nmay not be able to certify
that all of the em ssions are captured and cont ai ned.

The commenters recommended that we address the press
capture efficiency issue by inplenenting work practice
requi renents for enclosures. The comenters suggested
t hat we replace the proposed definition of PTE with a
definition that includes four of the five design criteria
found in EPA Method 204, and replaces the requirenent
that “all VOC em ssions nmust be captured and contai ned
for discharge through a control device” with a
requi renent that “fugitive em ssions shall be mnim zed
t hrough appropri ate operati on and mai nt enance procedures
applied to the PTE system”

Response: At proposal, we stated that the MACT fl oor
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determ nation for reconstituted wood products presses was
based, in part, on the assunption that a sufficient
nunber of these presses had encl osures that had been
certified as PTE according to EPA Method 204. Presses
equi pped with Method 204 certified PTE would be all owed
to claim 100 percent capture efficiency, and thus, the
rule requirenents (e.g., 90 percent em ssions reductions)
woul d effectively apply only to the captured em ssions.

Based on our review of available permt informtion,
we agree with the commenters’ assessnment that few permts
have required full Method 204 certification for
reconstituted wood products press enclosures, even though
many of these press encl osures were constructed based on
the Method 204 design criteria. W also agree that the
nature of the batch pressing operations in the PCW
i ndustry can make Method 204 certification difficult.
Unlike in the printing and publishing industry, for which
Met hod 204 was originally devel oped, batch PCWP presses
are heated, cyclical operations. Because of the internal
pressurization within PCW press enclosures, smal
ampunts of fugitive em ssions may appear around the
outside of these enclosures. The percentage of press

em ssions that may be escaping from sone of these
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encl osures has not been quantified but is expected to be
smal | based on avail able information. W understand the
commenters’ concern that, due to the presence of these
smal | anmpunts of fugitive em ssions, facilities cannot
certify that their Method 204 designed press encl osure
can achieve all the Method 204 criteria, in particular
the criteria in Method 204 section 6.2 which states that
“Al'l VOC em ssions nust be captured and contai ned for
di scharge through a control device.” VWhile we feel that
PCWP press encl osures should be designed to capture
em ssi ons under normal operating conditions, we do not
feel it is necessary for PCW facilities to increase the
flow rate fromtheir press enclosures (and the size of
their APCD) three to four tinmes to overcone the
pressurization within the press enclosure. For the PCWP
i ndustry, we feel it would be particularly inappropriate
to require such a large increase in exhaust flow to the
APCD because the exhaust flows from PCWP process
equi pnent, including presses, are already high vol une,
| ow concentration em ssion streans. High volune, |ow
concentration exhaust streans generally are nore costly
to treat than | ow volume, high concentration em ssion

streans. The best-perform ng press enclosures that
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defined the MACT floor surround heated presses and are
all expected to have pressurization within the press
enclosure. In addition, we note that board cool er
exhaust is sonetinmes directed into press enclosures and
t hat encl osures around board cool ers have not been
certified according to EPA Met hod 204.

Therefore, instead of requiring EPA Method 204
certification of PCW press and board cool er encl osures
as proposed, today’'s final rule sets forth slightly
different criteria for press and board cool er encl osures.
These criteria are based on the design criteria for PTE
i ncluded in EPA Met hod 204, as recomended by the
commenters; however, the criterion to capture and contain
all VOC em ssions has been replaced with a requirenent
t hat the encl osure be “designed and mai ntained to capture
all em ssions for discharge through a control device.”

To effect this change, we renoved references to PTE in
the final rule and replaced the proposed definition of
PTE with a new definition of “wood products encl osure”
that lists the design criteria that nust be nmet to conply
with MACT. Enclosures that neet the definition of wood
products encl osure do not have to test to determ ne the

capture efficiency of these enclosures, but can assune
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100 percent capture, such that the control requirenents
(e.g., 90 percent reduction) apply only to the captured
em ssions (i.e., the small amount of fugitive em ssions
outside the enclosure is disregarded).

We al so replaced the proposed definition of “parti al
encl osure” with a slightly revised definition of “partial
wood products enclosure” to elimnate any references to
PTE in the final rule. Because the capture efficiency of
partial wood products enclosures is unknown, today’s
final rule requires facilities to test the capture
efficiency of partial wood products enclosures using EPA
Met hods 204 and 204A-F (as appropriate), or using the
alternative tracer gas procedure included in appendix A
to subpart DDDD of 40 CFR part 63. In addition,
facilities have the option of using other nethods for
determ ni ng capture efficiency subject to the approval of
the Adm nistrator. As was proposed and suggested by the
commenters, today’s final rule requires facilities using
parti al wood products enclosures to denonstrate a
conbi ned 90 percent capture and control efficiency for
those facilities showi ng conpliance with the percent
reduction requirenents for APCD. If the partial wood

products encl osure does not achieve high capture
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efficiency, then facilities nmust offset the needed
capture efficiency by achieving a higher destruction
efficiency or with em ssions averaging (wth the press
bei ng an under-controll ed process unit).

Comment: One comenter objected to the proposed MACT
floor for continuous presses and questioned the
applicability of EPA Method 204 to continuous presses.
The comrenter requested that we divide continuous and
batch presses into two different process unit groups for
t he purpose of determ ning the MACT floor. The comrenter
provided information from environnmental engineering firms
and press manufacturers regardi ng the fundanent al
di fferences between the two types of presses. The
commenter noted that conti nuous presses are nmuch | onger
t han batch presses, reaching | engths of 200 feet (ft),
whi ch makes themdifficult to conpletely enclose. The
coment er was unaware of any continuous presses that have
Met hod 204 certified PTE. The conmenter stated that
encl osing a continuous press would cause operational
probl ens, such as heat build-up and inpaired visibility,
which can | ead to mechanical failures and unschedul ed
downtime. The commenter also cited potential safety

concerns, such as increased fire risk and the possibility
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of unhealthy | evels of HAP trapped inside the enclosure.
The comrenter further noted that the capital and
operating costs of PTE applied to continuous presses
woul d exceed those associated with batch presses due to
the | arge size of the enclosure and the increased
mai nt enance costs resulting from heat build-up within the
encl osure. In addition, the comenter provided VOC
em ssions data based on neasurenents nade at different
points along the |l ength of one of their continuous
presses to denonstrate that em ssions fromthe front
stages are mnimal and that the majority of em ssions are
fromthe | ast 40 percent of the press length, referred to
as the “deconpression zone.” The commenter contended
that gathering the em ssions fromall stages of the
continuous press will result in a nore dilute stream
which will be less cost-effective to treat, and that the
| arge volunme of exhaust to be treated would likely
preclude the use of biofilters, which are nore practical
for treating smaller volunmes of air.

To renmedy the situation, the comenter recomended
t hat we divide batch and conti nuous presses into two
di fferent process unit groups for the purpose of

determ ning the MACT floor. Because there are fewer than
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30 continuous presses, the MACT floor for existing
continuous presses would be determ ned based on the
average em ssions limtation achieved by the five best-
perform ng conti nuous presses. The comrent er provided
information to support the commenter’s contention that
none of the continuous presses achi eved 100 percent
capture and suggested that the MACT floor for capture
efficiency is 80 percent capture of em ssions fromthe
deconpressi on st ages.

Response: As explained in the proposal preanble, we
based the MACT fl oor determ nations for PCW equi pnent on
process units that are simlar with respect to design,
operation, and em ssions. W acknow edge that continuous
presses have a different design than nultiopeni ng batch
presses. However, continuous presses have em ssions that
are within the same range as those from batch presses on
a | b/ MSF of board basis. Therefore, we feel it is
reasonabl e to group batch and conti nuous presses together
for purposes of determ ning the MACT floor. The MACT
floor for continuous presses would be the sanme as the
MACT fl oor for batch presses regardl ess of whether batch
and conti nuous presses were placed in separate equi pnent

groups. As explained bel ow, we disagree that the MACT
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floor capture efficiency for continuous presses is 80
percent, as suggested by the comrenter.

The commenter was incorrect in suggesting that there
are no continuous presses with Method 204 certified PTE.
The two existing press enclosures in the PCWP industry
identified as being Method 204 certified surround
continuous presses. The |lengths of these two conti nuous
presses are 41.5 ft and 110 ft. Due to the presence of
t hese presses plus additional continuous presses equi pped
with total enclosures not certified via Method 204, the
MACT floor for new and existing continuous presses is
still a total enclosure and incineration-based control or
bi ofilter, regardl ess of whether or not batch and
continuous presses are treated as separate equi pment
groups. In addition, there is a Method 204 certified PTE
around a 181-ft continuous press at a newer PCW facility
(which was not included in original data collection
efforts and the pre-proposal MACT fl oor determ nation);
however, this press has had sonme operational problens
associated with its PTE. It is not clear if the
operational problens experienced by this 181-ft-1ong
press are the result of poor PTE design or inherent

technical difficulties associated with enclosing |ong
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conti nuous PCWP presses.

Long continuous presses are generally being installed
at new PCW facilities, as opposed to being retrofit at
existing facilities. G ven that there is at |east one
| ong continuous press (110 ft) with a Method 204
certified PTE that has not experienced operational
problenms with its press enclosure, we feel that wood
products encl osures (as defined in today’s final rule)
can be desi gned around | ong continuous presses. W
recogni ze that higher cost may be associated with wood
products enclosures around | ong continuous presses than
for batch presses, but the CAA does not allow us to
consi der cost at the MACT floor control |evel.

We note that enclosures greater then 200 ft in length
are common in the printing/publishing industry. However,
we do recogni ze there are differences in the encl osures
used in the printing/publishing industry and those in the
PCWP i ndustry. Although not cyclical in operation |ike
bat ch presses, continuous presses are heated operations
and may al so have internal pressurization issues simlar
to those raised by the commenters for batch presses.
Therefore, we feel it is appropriate for the sane

definition of wood products enclosure pronul gated for
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batch presses to apply to long continuous presses as well
(as opposed to Method 204 certification).
3. MACT Fl oor Determ nations of No Em ssions Reductions

Comment : | ndustry comrent ers supported our proposed
MACT fl oor determ nations of no em ssions reductions for
sone process units, arguing our approach was fully
consistent with applicable case law in the U S. Court of
Appeal s for the D.C. Circuit. EPA properly detern ned
t hat the average of the best-perform ng 12 percent of
certain existing PCW process units did not reflect the
use of any control technology, and that no other
uni versal ly applicable variabl es would affect HAP
em ssions, industry commenters stated. The commenters
al so claimed that EPA | ooked at pollution prevention (P2)
measur es and ot her approaches to determ ning the MACT
floor, found none that are universally applicable, and
therefore was permtted to base a no em ssions reduction
fl oor on the PCWP record.

Response: As explained in the proposal preanble and
supporting docunentation, for those process units not
required to neet the control requirenents in the PCW
rul e as proposed, we determned that: (1) the MACT fl oor

| evel of control is no em ssions reductions, and beyond-
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the-floor control options are too costly to be feasible;
or (2) insufficient information is available to concl ude
that the MACT fl oor |level of control is represented by
any em ssions reductions. W based our MACT fl oor
determ nati ons for PCWP eni ssion sources on the presence
or absence of an add-on air pollution control device
because we are not aware of any denonstrated P2
techni ques that can be universally applied across the
i ndustry, and we have no information on the degree of
em ssions reduction that can be achi eved t hrough P2
measures. Therefore, to our know edge the use of add-on
controls is the only way in which PCW sources can
currently limt HAP em ssions, and the only way to
identify the MACT floor for these sources is to identify
a level that corresponds to that achieved by the use of
add-on controls. When determ ning the MACT floor, we
ranked the process units by control device rather than by
actual unit-specific em ssions reductions because we have
l[imted inlet/outlet em ssions data. Based on the
avai l abl e informati on, we are not aware of any
significant design or operational differences anong each
type of control system evaluated that would affect the

ranki ng of process units. Furthernore, we are not aware
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of factors other than the type of control system used
that would significantly affect the ranking of process
units. An analysis of the avail able em ssions data does
not reveal any process variables that can be nani pul ated
(w thout altering the product) to achieve a quantifiable
reduction in em ssions. Ranking process units according
to control device, we determned that the MACT floor is
no em ssions reductions for several process unit groups
i ncl udi ng press predryers, fiberboard mat dryers, and
board coolers at existing affected sources; and dry
rotary dryers, veneer redryers, softwood plywood presses,
har dwood pl ywood presses, engi neered wood products
presses, hardwood veneer dryers, hum difiers, atnospheric
refiners, formers, blenders, rotary agricultural fiber
dryers, agricultural fiber board presses, sanders, saws,
fi ber washers, chippers, |og vats, lunber kilns, storage
t anks, wastewater operations, m scell aneous coati ng
operations, and stand-al one digesters at new and exi sting
affected sources. As explained in the pronulgation BID
and supporting docunentation, we also determ ned that
beyond-the-floor control options are too costly for these
process unit groups.

At proposal, we requested coment on whether no
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em ssions reductions for m scel |l aneous coating operations
and for wastewater operations is appropriate (68 FR 1276,
January 9, 2003). W also requested that commenters on
this issue submt any information they m ght have on HAP
or VOC em ssions from m scel |l aneous coating operations
and wast ewat er operations. However, no additional
information on these operations was received from any of
the commenters on the proposed rule. Follow ng proposal
we reviewed our MACT anal yses for m scel |l aneous coating
and wast ewat er operations, as described in the follow ng
par agraphs and in the pronulgation BID and supporting
docunment ation. For m scel |l aneous coating operations, we
gat hered sone additional information and were able to
revise our conclusions regarding MACT in the absence of
specific information on the em ssions reduction achieved.
However, we have no nore reason to feel now than we did
at proposal that PCWP wastewater operations are in fact
subj ect to any em ssion control neasures.

Based on the avail able information, we have no basis
to conclude that the MACT floor for new or existing
sources is represented by any em ssion reductions for
several of m scellaneous coating processes (i.e.,

anti-skid coatings, priners, wood patches applied to
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pl ywood, concrete form ng oil, veneer conposing, and fire
retardants applied during formng), and we determ ned
that there are no cost-effective beyond-the-fl oor
measures to reduce HAP fromthese coating processes.
However, sone facilities reported use of water-based
(non-HAP) coatings in their MACT survey responses for
ot her types of coatings (including edge seals, nai
i nes, | ogo paint, shelving edge fillers, and
trademar k/ gradestanp inks). Oher facilities reported
use of solvent-based coatings for these processes. In
sone instances, a few respondents provided information on
t he percent HAP content of a sol vent-based coating.
Sol vent - based coatings do not always contain HAP (e.g.
the solvent may be mineral oil which does not contain
HAP) , and wat er - based coatings typically do not contain
HAP. Thus, many of the coatings reported in the MACT
survey responses are non-HAP coatings. Wile the
em ssion reduction achieved as a result of coating
substitutions cannot be determned, it is clear that use
of non-HAP coatings represents the MACT fl oor because of
the | arge nunber of facilities reporting use of non-HAP
coatings. Beyond-the-floor options were not considered

for edge seals, nail lines, |ogo paint, shelving edge
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fillers, and trademark/ gradestanp i nks because no further
em ssions reductions can be achieved than through use of
non- HAP coatings. Based upon our revised MACT anal ysis,
the final PCWP rule requires use of non-HAP coating for
processes identified as group 1 m scell aneous coating
processes.

The definition of non-HAP coating included in the
final rule was based on the description of non-HAP
coatings in the final WBP NESHAP (subpart QQQQ to 40 CFR
part 63). This definition allows for unavoi dable trace
amount s of HAP that may be contained in the raw materials
used to produce certain coatings. Through the definition
of group 1 m scellaneous coatings in the final rule,
Kiln-dried [unber is excluded fromthe requirenent to use
non- HAP coati ngs because application of coatings used at
Kiln-dried [unmber manufacturing facilities is not part of
t he PCWP source category. Although
trademar ks/ gradest anps are applied to kiln-dried | unber,
| unber kilns are the only processes at kiln-dried |unber
manuf acturing facilities covered under the PCW source
cat egory.

For wastewater operations, we concluded that we had

insufficient informati on to conclude that the MACT fl oor
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| evel of control is represented by any em ssions
reductions. The avail able information on wastewater
operations collected as part of the MACT survey of the
PCWP i ndustry and information contained in State permts
i ndi cated that these sources of em ssions were not the
subj ect of control requirenents and were not expected to
be significant sources of HAP or VOC em ssions. As
st at ed above, we received no coments containi ng
addi tional information on em ssions reducti on measures or
HAP/ VOC em ssions from wast ewater operations. Thus, we
have no nore reason to feel now than we did at proposal
t hat PCWP wast ewater operations are in fact subject to
any control neasures. As a result, since no information
shows that these PCWP operations use add-on controls,
there is no identifiable nunmerical em ssions |evel that
woul d correspond to a MACT floor |evel reflecting the use
of controls, and the only floor |evel denonstrable based
on current data is no em ssions reduction. Furthernore,
given that our best data show that the em ssions from
wast ewat er operations are less than 1 ton/yr, we
concluded that application of the control neasures
menti oned above woul d not be cost effective

beyond-the-floor options. |In response to the comenter’s
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objection to the inconpleteness of the data set for these
PCWP operations, we note that the D.C. Circuit does not
require EPA to obtain conplete data as | ong as we are

able to otherwi se estimate the MACT floor (Sierra Club V.

EPA, 167 F.3d 658,662 (D.C. Cir. 1999)). Unlike dryers
and presses at PCWP plants, wastewater operations have
not been subjected by permtting authorities to controls
for HAP em ssions. W expended much effort in the early
stages of the project gathering conplete and accurate
information on the PCWP processes with the nost potenti al
for HAP em ssions and the greatest potential for em ssion
control (i.e., the processes that have been the focus of
permt requirenments limting HAP/VOC em ssions) and the
final PCWP rul e addresses em ssions fromthese process
units.

Had we been given reason to feel that there were
em ssions control nmeasures associated with wastewater
operations, we would have gathered nore information for
t hese processes earlier in the project. Even though we
have determ ned that the current MACT floor for these
PCWP operations is no em ssion reduction, since avail able
information indicates they are not controlled, the HAP

em ssions from wast ewater operations (and ot her PCWP
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sources with MACT determ nations reflecting no em ssions
reductions) will be considered further when we review
residual risk as required under section 112(f).

E. New Source MACT

Comment: One commenter objected to our determ nation
that MACT is the sane degree of control for new and
exi sting sources for many process units based on the fact
that the best technology is the same for new and existing
sources (i.e., incineration-based controls or
biofilters). The comrenter pointed out that, according
to the proposal BID, the maxi num percent control
efficiency is in the upper 90s for THC, formal dehyde, and
met hanol. The commenter noted that the CAA requires the
MACT fl oor to be based on the degree of em ssions
reduction achieved in practice by the best-controll ed
simlar source. Thus, the commenter requested that we
revise the new source MACT requirenents for process units
based upon the greatest reductions recorded.

Response: As explained in the preanble to the
proposed rul e and supporting docunentation, the MACT
floor for both new and existing sources is based on the
estimte of the performance achi eved through application

of RTO, RCO, or biofilters. W acknow edge that sone
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i nci neration-based controls and biofilters can achieve
greater than 90 percent reduction in HAP or THC during a
single performance test or a test run within a
performance test. However, we al so recognize that the
percent reduction achieved can vary according to
pol lutant inlet concentration, a factor that is not
directly controllable froma process or control device
st andpoint. Ot her unknown factors nmay al so cause
variability in control system performance. For exanpl e,
we have THC percent reduction data for an RTO used to
control em ssions fromthree tube dryers and a press at
an MDF plant for two em ssion tests conducted at
different tinmes. In 1996, the RTO achi eved 92.7 percent
reduction of THC, and in 1998 the sane RTO achi eved 98.9
percent reduction of THC. In addition, we have em ssions
test data for the sane process unit and control system
for multiple years, and these data show different
em ssion factors, indicating that variability is inherent
wi thin each process unit and control system conbi nati on.
Thus, we estimate that the best MACT technol ogy achi eves
90 percent HAP reductions when variations in operations
and neasurenents are consi dered.

F. Definition of Control Device
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Comment: Several commenters requested that we add
scrubbers and adsorbers to the proposed definition of
“control device” and that condensers be omtted fromthe
definition. One of the comenters operates a
particl eboard press that is equi pped with a condenser
t hat condenses steam from the press exhaust and then
routes the condensate to an onsite wastewater treatnent
system The remai ni ng noncondensed gases are conbust ed
in an onsite boiler as supplenental fuel. This commenter
would like to be able to conply with the PBCO for
reconstituted wood products presses rather than
denonstrate conpliance with one of the add-on control
system conpl i ance options (e.g., 90 percent eni ssions
reducti on) or em ssions averagi ng provisions; however,
the commenter noted that PBCO only apply to uncontroll ed
enm ssion sources. Therefore, the comenter requested
that the definition of control device be Ilimted only to
t hose add-on control systens that were designed with HAP
renmoval as the primary goal

Response: W disagree with the comenters that the
proposed definition of control device should be changed.
The definition in the final rule does not include

scrubbers or absorbers but does include condensers and
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conmbustion units that incinerate process unit exhausts.
For purposes of MACT standards devel opnent, the reason a
control device is installed is immterial. All control
devi ces or techniques that reduce HAP en ssions are
consi dered when setting MACT standards. We note that the
PBCO wer e devel oped and included in the PCWP rule for
i nherently low-emtting process units or process units
with P2 techni ques and not for process units with add-on
control systems. Therefore, the particleboard press
equi pped with the condenser and conbustion unit descri bed
by the comenter cannot conply using the PBCO.

In the proposed PCWP rule, we intentionally omtted
absorbers (e.g., wet scrubbers) fromthe list of
potential control devices because these technol ogi es
generally are not reliable for reduci ng HAP em ssi ons.
These wet systens may achi eve short-termreductions in
THC or gaseous HAP em ssions; however, the HAP and THC
control efficiency data, which range fromslightly
positive to negative values, indicate that the ability of
these wet systens to absorb water-sol uble conmpounds (such
as fornmal dehyde) di m nishes as the recircul ating
scrubbing liquid beconmes saturated with these conmpounds.

We wished to limt the exanples included in the
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definition of control device to those devices for which
we have data to denonstrate that they are effective in
reduci ng HAP em ssions from PCW facilities. However, we
note that the definition includes the phrase “but not
limted to” and does not exclude other types of controls.
We are aware that new technol ogi es (sone of which may be
adsor ption-based or absorption-based) may be devel oped
that effectively reduce HAP em ssions from PCWP sources.
The definition of control device does not prevent their
devel opnent or use.

Facilities using wet scrubbers or WESP to neet the
add- on APCD or em ssions averagi ng conpliance options can
petition the Adm nistrator for approval of site-specific
operating requirenments to be used in denonstrating
continuous conpliance. Alternatively, facilities using a
wet scrubber or WESP nay use a THC CEMS to show that the
THC concentration in the APCD exhaust remains bel ow t he
m ni mum concentrati on established during the perfornmance
test. In addition, facilities using wet control devices
(e.g., wet scrubber or WESP) as the sole neans of
reduci ng HAP em ssions nust submt with their
Noti fication of Conpliance Status a plan for review and

approval to address how organic HAP captured in the
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wast ewater fromthe wet control device are contained or
destroyed to mnimze re-release to the atnosphere such
that the desired em ssion reduction is obtained. Because
wet scrubbers or WESP are add-on APCD and have vari abl e
effects on HAP em ssions, today' s final rule specifies
t hat sources cannot use add-on control systenms or wet
control devices to neet PBCO. As part of this change, we
added a definition of “wet control device” to today’s
final rule. We note that PCWP facilities denonstrating
conpliance with the PBCO for process units equi pped with
any wet control device that effects HAP em ssions nust
test prior to the wet control device.

G Conpl i ance Opti ons

1. Add-on Control System Conpliance Options

Comment: We received a nunber of comments related to
the six add-on control systens conpliance options and how
t hese options m ght be inplenmented at an actual PCWP
facility. One comrenter argued that the use of nultiple
conpl i ance options for add-on control systens wll make
it difficult for State agencies to determine if a
facility is actually in conpliance. The comenter
poi nted out that, if a facility tested for two options

but passed only one, it would still be in conpliance.
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However, the commenter stated that the rule as proposed
was uncl ear whether a facility would be in violation if
the facility chose to test for one option, failed that
test, and then conducted another test to determ ne
conpliance with a different option. The comenter
contended that this would constitute a violation of the
standard, and any retesting to determ ne conpliance with
a different option would not reverse the initial
violation. Therefore, the commenter requested that we
clarify that the option to use the nost beneficial
results of two or nore test nethods applies only when
these tests are conducted during a single performance
test. According to the comenter, any facility that
chose to use only one test method during the conpliance
test would have to accept the results of that test.

O her comenters argued that a facility should be able
to swtch anong the six add-on control options as needed
to maintain conpliance. To illustrate the necessity of
the ability to switch from one add-on control option to
anot her, the comenters provided an exanpl e whereby the
operator of a veneer dryer m ght want to denonstrate
conpliance with the 90 percent THC reduction option

(option 1 in Table 1B to the final rule) under certain
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operating conditions and with the 20 parts per mllion by
vol une (ppnv) THC option (option 2 in Table 1B to the
final rule) under other operating conditions. One of the
commenters al so noted that production starts and stops
and m nor mal functions are common at PCWP facilities, and
nost of them do not affect the performance of the air
pol luti on control device. However, frequent SSM events
resulting in a low concentration to the inlet of the
control device could affect a facility' s ability to
conply with the percent reduction option. 1In this case,
the comenter stated that the freedomto switch
conpliance options would be valuable. For these reasons,
the commenters requested that we explicitly state in the
final PCWP rule that “a facility only need conply with
any one of the six options at any one tinme, and that it
can change between them as needed to fit process
operating conditions.”

Response: We understand the commenters’ concerns on
this issue and have witten the final rule to clarify our
i ntentions regardi ng how the add-on control system
conpl i ance options should be inplenmented at PCWP
facilities. The proposed rule states at 40 CFR 63. 2240

t hat “You cannot use nultiple conpliance options for a
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single process unit.” W included this provision to
prevent PCWP sources from partitioning em ssions froma
single process unit and then applying different control
options to each portion of the em ssions stream The
MACT fl oor determ nations and conpliance options were al
based on the full flow of em ssions from process units,
and therefore, conpliance options should be applied to
the sanme nass of em ssions to ensure that the required
MACT fl oor em ssions reductions are achieved. \Wen
including this restriction, we did not intend necessarily
tolimt PCW facilities to only one of the six options
for add-on control systems. W did assunme that each
source would likely select only one option, and that at
any point in time for purposes of assessing conpliance,
the given conpliance option would have been pre-sel ected
and reflected as applicable in the source’s permt. In
fact, in discussions with industry representatives prior
to proposal, they expressed concern that the final rule
be witten to make it clear that a source would only have
to comply with one option and not all six.

Based on avail abl e data, we expect that nost
facilities will be able to denmonstrate conpliance with

more than one of the conpliance options for add-on
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control systems. \When devel oping the six conpliance
options for add-on control systens, we felt that PCWP
facilities would conduct em ssions testing (e.g., inlet
and outlet testing for THC, methanol, and fornmal dehyde
over a range of APCD operating tenperatures) and then,
based on the results of testing, select the option that
provides themw th the nost operating flexibility as well
as an acceptable conpliance margin (i.e., select the
option that they feel will be easiest for themto neet on
a continuous basis under varying conditions). The
operating paranmeter limt to be reflected in the source’s
permt (e.g., mninmmtenperature) would be based on the
measur enents made during the conpliant test runs. For
exanple, if test results show that a facility can achieve
90 percent reduction for formal dehyde, 92 percent
reducti on for methanol, and 94 percent reduction for THC,
then the facility may decide to reduce THC em ssi ons by
90 percent, since this option appears to provide the
greatest conpliance margin. The correspondi ng operating
paranmeter | evel measured during the testing (e.g.,
m ni mum 15-m nute RTO tenperature during a three-run
test) would then be set as the operating limt in the

permt for that source. |In this exanple, if the RTO
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operating tenperature drops bel ow the operating limt,
that would be a deviation, and any subsequent retesting
done by the facility would presumably be done based on
t he chosen conpliance option (e.g., reduce THC em ssions
by 90 percent). Determ ning conpliance in this case is
relatively straightforward. However, we are aware that
State agencies may sinply refer to a NESHAP as part of a
permt and not stipulate which conpliance option the
facility nust neet. |In these cases, we agree with the
comment er who was concerned that conpliance can be
conplicated when the referenced NESHAP contains nultiple
options, and that such a broad reference would not be
adequate to identify the particular option (and paraneter
operating limts) applicable to the source. W also
agree that, if a facility selects nmultiple options under
the conpliance options for add-on control systens, it
shoul d be required to conduct all necessary testing
associated with conpliance with the sel ected options
concurrently. In addition the facility should obtain
permt ternms reflecting these options as alternate
operating scenarios that clearly identify at what points
and under what conditions the different options apply,

such that conpliance can be determ ned during a single
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time frame. For exanple, if the source wishes to include
options 1, 3, and 5 in their permt, then it nust perform
inlet and outlet testing for THC, nethanol, and

formal dehyde any tine the State agency has reason to
require a repeat performance test (if all three options
are simnmultaneously applicable) or test for the single
applicable option that corresponds to the given tinme and
condition (if the options apply as alternate operating
scenarios under different conditions). Wth this
approach, we would avoid situations where a facility
retests to determ ne conpliance with a conpliance option,
fails to denonstrate conpliance with that option, and

t hen conducts additional testing to determ ne conpliance
with other options that are not pre-established as
applicable at a | ater date.

The final rule clarifies our intentions regarding the
use of nmultiple control options with respect to add-on
control systens versus the conbining of control options
for a single process unit. The |anguage in 40 CFR
63. 2240 of the final rule has been nodified to renmpove the
proposed text stating that a source “cannot use multiple
conpliance options for a single process unit” and repl ace

it with a statenent that a source “cannot combi ne
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conpliance options in paragraphs (a)[PBCQ, (b)[add-on
control systens conpliance options] or (c)[em ssions
averagi ng provisions] for a single process unit.” W
feel that this wording change clarifies our intention to
prevent sources from applying different control options
to different portions of the emi ssions froma single
process unit, while | eaving open the potential for PCWP
facilities to be able to include nultiple conpliance
options for add-on control systens (i.e., one option per
defi ned operating condition) in a State permt. Although
add-on controls are used in em ssions averaging plans to
achieve full or partial control of em ssions froma given
process unit, the em ssions froma single process unit
cannot be parceled such that a portion of the em ssions
meets one of the add-on control system conpliance options
and anot her portion is used as part of an EAP. The fi nal
rule continues to state that sources nust neet at | east
one of the six options for add-on control systens.
2. PBCO Limts

Commrent: Several comenters requested that PCWP
facilities be allowed to use add-on control methods to
achieve the PBCOlimts. The comenters argued that

all ow ng conpliance with the PBCO using APCD is
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consistent with other MACT rul es and P2 approaches.
According to the commenters, nunmerous NESHAP al | ow
emssions limts to be reached using add-on controls, P2
techni ques, or a conbination of both. The comenters
stated that there was no | egal or policy basis for
i nposing restrictions on the use of PBCO in the PCW
MACT. The commenters al so stated that using add-on
controls to conply with PBCO will benefit facilities that
have process units that emt |low |l evels of HAP
According to the commenter, some conpani es have al ready
i npl emented P2 strategies that have been established as
BACT in a prevention of significant deterioration (PSD)
permt. Because these P2 strategies may fall short of
t he PBCO, conpanies inplenenting these strategies woul d
be unable to achieve conpliance with the proposed rule
wi t hout abandoning the P2 strategy and installing full
control. The commenters also stated that incorporating
add-on controls in the PBCO woul d provide incentives to
find | owenergy pollution control equi pment. The
commenters gave an exanpl e whereby part of the em ssion
unit exhaust could be used as combustion air for an
onsite boiler. The comenters noted that in nobst cases,

the boiler could only handle a portion of the exhaust
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frommultiple dryer stacks. The commenters stated that
by combining this type of partial control approach wth
| ow-tenperature drying, a facility may be able to neet
the applicable dryer PBCOlimt. According to the
commenters, in this case, allowng for partial control
woul d excl ude the need for RTO technol ogy and woul d
provide a net benefit to the environment with a reduction
of collateral oxidizer em ssions. The commenters gave
anot her exanple in which a facility with a conveyor
strand dryer could send the exhaust fromthe first dryer
section to a burner and then send the heat back to the
dryer; the em ssions fromthe remaining dryer sections
woul d be uncontrolled if the total em ssions were bel ow
the PBCOIlimt. 1In a third exanple provided by the
commenters, a facility would renove enough HAP to conply
with the PBCOlimt using a scrubber, which would require
| ess energy than incineration.

Response: As in the proposed rule, the final rule
does not allow sources to conply with the PBCO t hrough
t he use of add-on control systens. Qur intention for
i ncluding the PBCO was to provide an alternative to add-
on controls (e.g., allow for and encourage the

expl oration of P2, which currently has not been
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denonstrated as achi eved by PCW sources) and not to
create another conpliance option for sources equi pped
with add-on control systems that could inadvertently
al | ow add-on control equi pped systens to not performto
expected control efficiencies. Sources equipped with
add-on control systens already have six different
conpliance options fromwhich to choose, in addition to
t he em ssions averagi ng conpliance option. W note that
the six options for add-on control systenms are based on
em ssions reductions achievable with MACT control devices
and thus are a nmeasure of the performance of MACT contro
devices. This mght not be true if a source conbined
PBCO and add-on controls, as expl ained bel ow.

At proposal, we established PBCOlimts for 10 process
unit groups. Initially, we felt that we needed total HAP
data for at | east one process unit in each process unit
group that was equipped with a control systemin order to
establish the PBCO limts. However, we had to discard
t his approach because controlled total HAP data are not
avai l able for half (5 of 10) of the process unit groups.
We devel oped a nunber of other approaches to establishing
PBCO, and then conpared the results of these approaches,

where possible, with actual em ssions in the outlet of
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MACT control devices. The approach that yielded results
cl osest to actual em ssions in the control device outlets
was an approach based on a 90 percent reduction fromthe
average em ssions each process unit group. Thus, this
approach was the one that resulted in limts that would
nost closely represent an alternative to the six
conpliance options for add-on control systens. However
our intention was not to develop an alternative limt to
the six limts already established for add-on control
devices. Qur intention was to develop an alternative for
P2 techniques. W decided to select an approach that
al l ows sources that devel op P2 techniques (or are
ot herwi se inherently lowemtting sources) to conply and
t hat reduces HAP em ssions w thout generating the NO
em ssions associated with incineration-based controls.
As a result, we selected a 90 percent reduction fromthe
hi ghest data point within each process unit group,
because the results appeared to be at levels that would
not preclude the devel opnent of environnentally
beneficial P2 options as MACT.

If PBCO were all owed as anot her option for neasuring
t he performance of add-on control devices, operators

could run the APCD so that the APCD woul d not achieve
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MACT | evel em ssions reductions, but would neet the PBCO
We note that we did not devel op the nethanol and
f or mal dehyde add-on control options (options 4 and 6 in
Table 1B to the final rule) based on typical or maxinum
| evel s of nmethanol and formal dehyde found in the outl et
of the control devices, but instead |ooked at the
performance of the MACT control devices in reducing these
HAP, set the |evels based on the nethod detection limts
for these conpounds, and included a m ninmuminl et
concentration requirenent for the use of the outlet
concentration options to ensure that HAP en ssions
reductions are achieved. Allowing the use of APCD to
conply with PBCO could allow circunvention of such
optim zation, which could render the MACT control itself
to be less effective than MACT.

Regardi ng the ot her MACT standards referenced by the
commenters, we agree that these other rules may all ow
facilities nmore flexibility in neeting a production-based
option (e.g., “lIb/ton” emssion limt); however, we
cannot al |l ow add-on controls to be used to neet the PBCO
in the final PCWP rul e because doing so would render
these limts not equivalent to the other conpliance

options. For exanple, consider a typical wood products
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press with an annual production rate of 100 mllion
square feet of board per year and a total HAP em ssion
rate of 1.0 pound per thousand square feet of board on a
¥+inch basis (I b/MSF 3%). On an annual basis, the
exanpl e press emts 50 tons of HAP per year. |If the
exanpl e press conplies with the 90 percent HAP reduction
requi renment, then the HAP em ssions reductions achieved
will be at |east 45 tons/yr. However, if this sane press
were allowed to conply with the applicable PBCO |imt
(0.30 I'b/ MSF 32) using an APCD (e.g., RTO, then the

em ssions reductions achieved could be as little as

35 tons/yr if the APCD is only applied to a portion of
the press’ em ssions or if the APCD is not operated at
MACT- | evel efficiency. Not only would a significantly

| ower HAP em ssion reduction be achieved in this
situation, but there also would not be any net benefit to
the environnment to justify the | ower HAP reduction (i.e.,
NO, em ssions would still be created). Therefore, we fee
it is appropriate and in keeping with the MACT floor to
require PCWP process units with uncontrolled HAP

em ssions above the PBCO thresholds to achieve the full
90 percent reduction in em ssions. W also wish to

clarify that a PCWP facility may use any nunber of
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conpliance options, as |long as these options are not
conbi ned for an individual process unit. For exanple, a
facility may choose to neet the applicable PBCOIlimt for
one dryer, control em ssions froma blender to avoid
controlling em ssions on the remaining two dryers as part
of an em ssions average, and conmply with one of the add-
on control systems conpliance options for the press.

Regardi ng the exanples cited by the commenter as
candi dates for a PBCO if add-on controls were all owed, we
note that the final rule includes a revised MACT fl oor
for existing conveyor strand dryers, such that existing
conveyor strand dryers that send the em ssions fromthe
first dryer section back to the conmbustion unit that
heats the dryer should be able to neet the rule
requi renents without additional controls. In addition,
partial control (e.g., routing part of the emn ssion
stream froma process unit to an onsite conbustion unit
for incineration) is allowed as part of an EAP as |ong as
the actual em ssions reductions achieved are greater than
or equal to the required em ssions reductions. \Wen
partial control is used as part of an EAP, the overal
reducti ons are equivalent to what would be achieved if a

source elected to conply using the add-on control system
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conpl i ance options; however, the same would not be true
if partial control were used to conply with a PBCO|limt.
Therefore partial incineration control is not allowed in
t he PBCO.

Regardi ng the use of scrubbers to conply with a PBCO
as stated earlier in this preanble, the PCW industry’s
own data do not support wet scrubbers as a reliable
control technol ogy for HAP, and sources equi pped with wet
control devices will be required to test prior to the wet
control device if they elect to conply with a PBCO

Comment: Several commenters stated that PCWP
facilities should be allowed to negl ect nondetect HAP
measurenments for PBCO cal cul ati ons. The commenters
argued that if a facility is forced to use val ues of one-
half the detection |limt for nondetect HAP, that facility
may be unable to use PBCO because the nmass of em ssions
attributed to undetected conpounds may consune 50 percent
or more of the PBCOIlimt. The commenters also noted
that the detection levels neasured in the field by the
NCASI test nethod, NCASI | M CAN WP-99. 01, generally range
between 0.35 and 1 ppm and the detection |evels of the
FTI R net hod averages about 1 ppm According to the

commenters, even at these | ow concentrations, using one-
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half the detection [imt for nondetect conpounds can put
t he PBCO out of reach for a high-flowrate PCWP stream
The commenters al so provided a sanple calculation to
denonstrate the effect that the detection |evel has on
t he conpliance cal cul ati on.

Response: In responding to this request, we revi ewed
the information supplied by the commenters and anal yzed
the potential effects of naking the requested change
usi ng avail able em ssions data. After review ng the
total HAP data used to establish the PBCOlimts, we
deci ded that sources should be able to treat nondetect
measurenents for an individual HAP as zero for the sole
pur pose of determ ning conpliance with the PBCO, if, and
only if, the following two conditions are net: (1) the
detection limt for that pollutant is set at a val ue that
is less than or equal to 1 ppnvd, and (2) em ssions of
that pollutant are nondetect for all three test runs. W
included the first condition to prevent test contractors
fromsetting the detection limts too high, and thus
generating fal se zeroes. W selected 1 ppnvd as the
maxi mum detection limt value because it matches the
detection limts achievable with the test nethods

included in the final PCWP rul e. We included the second
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condition to ensure that the source is truly | ow
em tting, as evidenced by three nondetect test runs. |If
em ssions of the HAP are detected during any one test
run, then any nondetect runs nust be treated as being
equal to one-half the detection limt. The option to
treat nondetect nmeasurenments as zero does not apply to
the conpliance options for add-on control systens because
treating the outlet em ssions froma control device as
zero would artificially increase the cal cul ated control
efficiency for that pollutant to 100 percent.

To ensure that the PBCOIlimts were developed in a
manner consistent with how they woul d be applied, the
PBCO limts were recal cul ated using zero for nondetect
measurenents when all test runs were nondetect. As a
result, the PBCOIlimt for reconstituted wood product
board cool ers changed from0.015 to 0.014 Ib/MSF 3% . No
other PBCO limts changed as a result of using zero for
nondet ects when cal culating the PBCO linmts.

We added a new PBCO limt to the final rule for
secondary tube dryers. This new limt corresponds to our
decision to treat primary and secondary tube dryers as
separate process units, as discussed previously in this

preanble. The final rule also differentiates between



165

rotary strand dryers and conveyor strand dryers, as
di scussed previously in this preanble; however, no new
PBCO |limts have been added for these two process units
groups. The final PBCOlimt for rotary strand dryers is
the sanme as the proposed |imt for strand dryers because
the data used to establish the proposed PBCO limt was
based on data fromrotary strand dryers exclusively. W
do not have the necessary data to establish a PBCO for
conveyor strand dryers, and thus the final rule does not
include a PBCO limt for that process unit group.
3. Em ssions Averaging Provisions

Commrent: I ndustry commenters generally expressed
support for the inclusion of an em ssions averagi ng
programin the PCWP rule as proposed, but requested that
t he proposed provisions be nodified to allow for broader
use of em ssions averaging at PCWP facilities. Requested
modi fi cations include all ow ng sources to receive credit
for achieving em ssions reductions greater than 90
percent; basing conpliance on a single pollutant;
al l owi ng sources to conbi ne eni ssions averaging with
PBCO, and allowing sources to receive credit for P2
alternatives as part of an EAP.

Response: We included an em ssion averagi ng
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conpliance option in the proposed rule as an equival ent,
nore flexible, and |l ess costly alternative to the
conpliance options for add-on control systens. Unlike
previ ous MACT standards with em ssions averaging, the
proposed (and final) em ssions averaging provisions in
the PCWP rule do not include (1) limts on the number of
sources that can be included in an em ssions average, (2)
requi renents for a hazard or risk analysis, or (3)
application of a 10 percent discount factor to em ssions
credit calculations. In addition, the em ssions
averaging provisions in the final PCW rule require that
credits for em ssions reductions be achi eved usi ng APCD,
and that the EAP be based on em ssions of the six
predom nant HAP emitted from PCW process units, referred
to as total HAP. Also, the em ssions averaging
provi sions do not allow credit for reductions beyond
90 percent.

We disagree with the comenters’ request to allow
credit for achieving greater than 90 percent control of
HAP as part of an EAP. W note that the 90 percent MACT
floor level (upon which the em ssions averaging
provi sions are based) reflects the inherent variability

in uncontrolled em ssions from PCW process units and the
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decline in performance of control devices applied to
these process units. The data set used to establish the
MACT floor is conposed of point-in-tine test reports,
sone of which show a greater than 90 percent control
efficiency; however, we selected 90 percent as the MACT
floor level of control to reflect inherent performance
variability. Therefore, it would be inappropriate to
allow PCW facilities to receive credit for simlar
point-in-time performance tests show ng greater than 90
percent control, considering that the sane types of
control technol ogies woul d be used.

Regardi ng the commenters’ request to allow credit for
greater than 90 percent control for those sources with no
MACT control requirements, we maintain that this would be
I nappropriate because the sane issues of em ssions
variability and control device performance apply to those
em ssion sources, and they likely would share contro
devices with PCW process units that do have MACT control
requi renents.

We have rejected the comenters’ suggestion to base
t he em ssions averagi ng provisions on a single pollutant
(e.g., THC, nethanol or formal dehyde), and retained the

requirenment in the final rule that the EAP nust be based
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on total HAP. The predom nant HAP emtted froma given
process unit varies, with sone process units emtting
met hanol as the predom nant HAP and others emtting
formal dehyde or acetal dehyde as the predon nant HAP.
However, the predom nant HAP will always be one of the
six we have identified in the definition of total HAP in
the final PCWP rule. |If we based the EAP on only one
pol l utant, process units that emt the target HAP in
smal | quantities will not be correctly accounted for in
the EAP, resulting in potentially |less stringent control
and greater potential risk than would result wi th other
control options. As noted above, we did not include a
hazard/ri sk study as part of the proposed EAP because we
were requiring that the em ssions reductions be based on
total HAP, and PCWP process units generally emt the sane
six primary HAP, although in different quantities and
rati os. Basing the EAP on a single pollutant would
elimnate our rationale for not requiring a risk

anal ysis. W also note that, while THC em ssions are an
acceptabl e surrogate for nonitoring the perfornmance of an
add-on control device (sane control device nmechani sns

t hat reduce THC em ssions reduce HAP em ssions), THC

em ssions are not an accurate surrogate for establishing
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basel i ne HAP em ssions for uncontrolled process units,
and thus the EAP should not be based solely on THC
em ssions. Although all PCW process units emt THC,
uncontroll ed THC em ssions from softwoods are
substantially higher than from hardwoods due to non- HAP
conpounds (e.g., pinenes) present in softwoods.
Therefore, allow ng sources w thout add-on controls to
focus on THC reductions achieved by increasing hardwood
usage m ght reduce THC em ssions but would have a m ni nal
i npact on HAP em ssions. For these reasons, we feel
that, for the purpose of the final rul emaking, THC should
only be used as a surrogate for HAP when assessing the
performance of an add-on control device, and shoul d not
be used as a surrogate for establishing the required and
actual mass renoval of HAP as part of an EAP.

We disagree with the comenters that conbining the
em ssions averaging option and PBCOWwW Il result in
equi val ent em ssions reductions. As we stated in our
response to previous comments in this section regarding
PBCO, we devel oped the PBCOlimts to provide an option
for sources that develop P2 techniques. The PBCOlimts
represent applicability cutoffs such that sources with

em ssions bel ow the applicable PBCO threshol ds are not
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required to further reduce those em ssions bel ow MACT

|l evels. By conmbining PBCOIlimts with the EAP, as
proposed by the commenter, we would be all ow ng higher-
emtting sources (i.e., those that cannot neet a PBCO and
whi ch shoul d be controlled) to escape controls by
artificially lowering their em ssions (using the credits
fromthe EAP) to levels that would qualify as | ow
emtting (below PBCO limts). This is counter to the
intent of the PBCO and would result in | ower em ssions
reducti ons than woul d be achi eved w t hout conbi ning these
two conpliance options; therefore, this does not
represent an option that is equivalent to the MACT fl oor
and is not allowed in the final rule.

We al so disagree with the comenters’ suggestion to
nmodi fy the em ssions averaging provisions to allow
sources to receive credit for P2 projects because: (1)
conpliance options (i.e., PBCO already exist for any P2
projects that prove feasible, and (2) inclusion of
currently undenonstrated P2 projects within EAP woul d
unnecessarily conplicate these plans and hanper
enforcenent. As we noted previously in this preanble,
the final rule allows PCW facilities to use both P2

(i.e., the PBCO) and em ssions averaging at the sane
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facility; sources are only limted in that they cannot
apply both options to the same process unit. W also
di sagree with the comenters’ assertion that quantifying
the em ssions reductions from P2 projects would not be
difficult. Quantifying the em ssions reductions
associated with P2 projects has historically been a
contentious issue, especially when a baseline em ssion
| evel must be established fromwhich to calculate the
em ssions reduction. W feel that the sane issues apply
for PCWP facilities, especially given the fact that P2
t echni qgues have not been wi dely used or docunented in the
PCWP i ndustry. In contrast, em ssions reductions
achi eved through the use of add-on control systens are
easi |y docunented. The PBCO were established to address
the future devel opnment and inplenmentation of P2
t echni ques; however, the resultant PBCOlimts do not
require that em ssions reductions be determ ned.
| nst ead, sources sinply denonstrate that they are bel ow
the PBCOIlimt and will continue to operate in a manner
that ensures they will remain below the PBCO limt.

Regar di ng the suggested P2 option of increasing a
facility's use of hardwood species, in addressing other

i ssues, commenters stressed the difficulties associ at ed
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with maintaining a consistent wood material flowin terns
of species, noisture content, etc., which would suggest
t hat an operating condition based on maintaining a set
| evel of wood species would be unworkable. Furthernore,
for veneer dryers, where species identification (hardwood
vs. softwood), and thus enforcement, is fairly
straightforward fromthe standpoint of both visua
i nspecti on and end-product, we have already established
separate MACT floors for softwood and hardwood veneer
dryers (and require no further em ssions reductions from
har dwood veneer dryers). When the end product is
particl eboard or MDF, and the raw material is in the form
of wood chi ps, planer shavings, or sawdust, determ ning
how nmuch of that material is softwood versus hardwood
woul d be very difficult, and likely unenforceable.
Because of comenters’ concerns that an operating
condi ti on based on wood species is technically unworkabl e
and the associ ated enforcenment issues, we feel this
option is not viable.

Regar di ng process changes such as reformul ation,
| owering dryer tenperature, and routing process unit
exhaust to existing combustion devices, the final rule

al ready i ncludes conpliance options that woul d
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accommodate all of these strategies. For exanple,
product refornulation and |owering dryer tenperature are
potential P2 options, and the PBCOlimts would apply if
the P2 efforts sufficiently |Iower em ssions. The final
PCWP rul e distinguishes between green (high tenperature,
hi gh nmoi sture) rotary dryers and dry (|l ow tenperature,
| ow noi sture) rotary dryers and requires no further
em ssions reductions fromdry rotary dryers. Regarding
the use of existing conmbustion units as control devices,
the final rule allows sources to route em ssions to
onsite conmbustion units for incineration. The final rule
al so all ows sources to control a portion of a process
unit’s em ssion stream as part of an en ssions average.
However, we disagree that incineration of enmi ssions in
onsite process units is a P2 measure. Therefore,
conpliance with the PBCO using process incineration is
not allowed in the final rule. The add-on control system
and em ssions averagi ng conpliance options are avail abl e
for process units controlled by routing exhaust to an
onsite conbustion unit.

The final PCW rule does not allow production
curtail ment to be counted as part of an EAP. As stated

in the preanble to the proposed rule (68 FR 1276, January
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9, 2003), we do not have facility-w de uncontroll ed
em ssions data and facility-wi de controlled em ssions
data for each PCWP facility to determ ne the baseline
em ssions and percent reduction in HAP achi eved by each
facility. Therefore, the MACT floor is not based on
facility-w de em ssions and em ssions reductions achieved
during year “x.” Instead, the MACT floor is based on (1)
t he presence or absence of certain MACT controls (in
pl ace as of April 2000) on certain types of process units
and (2) test data showing that these controls reduce
em ssions by greater than or equal to 90 percent. W
applied the MACT fl oor nmethodol ogy at the process unit
| evel because we had the npbst accurate data at the
process-unit |evel, making this approach the nost
technically and legally sound. The PCWP industry is very
dynam c, with frequent shutdowns of equi pnent for
mai nt enance, and occasionally |onger shutdowns (e.g.,
mont h-1ong), if demand drops. The final PCWP rule
requires em ssions from specified process units at
i npacted PCWP facilities to be reduced by 90 percent,
regardl ess of what the |levels of em ssions are for those
facilities in a particular year. Therefore,

i npl ementation of the final PCW rule at individual PCWP
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facilities will result in greater em ssions reductions in
years of greater production and | esser em ssions
reducti ons during years of |ower production. As
mentioned in the response to the previous comment, the
em ssions averagi ng provisions nust achi eve eni ssions
reductions that are greater than or equal to those that
woul d be achi eved using the add-on control system
conpliance options, which specify which process units
must be controlled. |If we allowed credit for production
curtailments, the overall em ssions reductions achieved
t hrough the em ssions averaging provisions would not be
equi val ent to what woul d be achi eved through the use of
t he add-on control system conpliance options, and
therefore, the EAP woul d not be a MACT- equi val ent
alternative. For exanple, if we allowed production
curtailments to count toward an em ssions average, then a
facility that shuts down one of two parallel production
i nes (each of which includes dryers and a press, plus
HAP-em tti ng equi pnment that does not have associ ated
control requirenments) may not be required to control the
em ssions fromany of the dryers or press on the
remai ni ng production line. However, if the same facility

opted to conply with the add-on control system conpliance
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options, then it would be required to control the press
and dryer em ssions fromthe remaini ng production |line by
90 percent regardless of whether or not the other
production |ine was shut down. 1In order to nmaintain
equi val ency between the em ssions averagi ng provisions
and the add-on control system conpliance options and to
preserve the required HAP em ssions reductions, the final
PCWP rul e does not all ow production curtailnent to be
counted as part of an EAP.

Comment: One commenter objected to the inclusion of
the em ssions averaging option in the rule primarily
because of the lack of a requirenment to conduct a hazard
or risk study. This commenter asserted that renoving a
certain mass of HAP regardless of identity is not
equi valent to the other conpliance options, and when the
dose-response and exposure data are exam ned, it should
be obvi ous that trading one HAP for another to nmeet a RMR
is not an acceptable option. The comrenter noted that
there are currently no nmethods for weighting the toxicity
of HAP and that the effects of simnultaneous exposure to
several HAP al so are unknown.

Response: W disagree with commenter’s assertion that

i nclusion of the em ssions averaging provisions wll
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potentially increase toxic em ssions at certain PCW
process units. As stated in the preanble to the proposed
rule (68 FR 1289, January 9, 2003), PCWP facilities have
fewer pollutants of concern (as conpared to HON
facilities) and are |likely to have sim |lar HAP em ssions
fromthe em ssion points (process units) that would be
used to generate debits and credits. The PCW facilities
emt six primary HAP, whereas HON facilities may emt
over 140 different HAP. The PCWP facilities choosing to
conply through em ssion averagi ng nmust account for the
em ssions of the six primary HAP (total HAP), which
represent greater than 96 percent of the mass of HAP
emtted from PCWP process units. Because the MACT
control technol ogies are effective in reducing the
em ssions of all six of these HAP, and the em ssions
averagi ng provisions require the use of add-on control
technol ogies for credit-generating sources in an EAP, we
feel that the em ssions averaging provisions will achieve
a hazard/ri sk benefit conparable to what woul d be
achi eved t hrough point-by-point conpliance. Although the
final rule does not require a hazard/risk study, States
will still have the discretion to require a PCWP facility

t hat requested approval of an EAP to conduct a
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hazard/ri sk study (or could preclude the facility from
usi ng em ssions averagi ng al together).

Comment: Several commenters requested that we wite
the definitions of sonme of the variables used in the
em ssions averagi ng equations in the final rule to
clarify that sources can take credit for em ssion
reducti ons achi eved through partial control of debit-
generating process units.

Response: W agree with the commenters’ request and
have written the definitions of sonme of the variables
used in the em ssions averagi ng equations in today’s
final rule to clarify that partial credits generated from
debit-generating process units that are undercontroll ed
can be included in the calculation of the AVMR  For
exanple, a PCW facility nmay decide to control 30 percent
of the em ssions froma green rotary dryer and 80 percent
of the em ssions froma blender as part of an EAP in
order to achieve a HAP reduction that is the sane as or
greater than what the facility would have achi eved by
controlling the green dryer emn ssions alone by 90
percent. In this exanple, the green rotary dryer is a
debi t-generating unit because it has MACT contro

requi renments; however, the green dryer can receive credit
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in the AMR cal culation for any partial em ssions
reducti ons that are achi eved.

H. Testing and Monitoring Requirenents

1. Test Methods

Comment: Several commenters noted that one of the
NCASI test nethods, NCASI | M CAN WP-99. 01, has been
updat ed, and requested that the final rule refer to the
revised version. One of the comrenters provided a
revised version of the nethod, identified as NCASI
| M CAN/ WP-99. 02. This commenter noted that the trained
NCASI sanpling team was able to get good consi stent
results with the original version of the method both in
the | aboratory and in the field, but that sanpling
contractors had difficulty obtaining valid results. The
comenter maintained that the revised version is easier
to understand, includes nore details, and reflects the
comments of the contractors that have experience with the
original method. The commenter also stated that the
quality assurance requirenents were strengthened in the
revised version to ensure good results. Several
commenters also noted that NCASI is currently devel opi ng
a new nmethod for measuring the six HAP (total HAP) Ilisted

in the PCWP rule as proposed. Therefore, the commenters
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requested that we include | anguage in the final rule that
woul d all ow PCWP facilities to use future nethods once
t hey have been revi ewed by EPA and have passed Method 301
val idation at a PCWP pl ant.

Response: W reviewed the revised NCASI nethod
| M CAN/ WP- 99. 02 supplied by the comenter and agree that
the revised nethod is appropriate for neasurenent of the
six HAP that conprise “total HAP;” therefore, we have
i ncl uded NCASI | M CAN WP-99.02 in the today’s final rule.
Regar di ng the devel opnent of future test methods, if and
when a new net hod for nmeasuring HAP from PCW sources is
devel oped and validated via EPA Method 301, we will issue
an amendnment to the final rule to include the use of that
met hod as an alternative to the nethods included in the
final rule for neasuring total HAP (i.e., NCASI Method
| M CAN WP/ 99. 02 and EPA Met hod 320-- Measur enent of Vapor
Phase Organi c and | norganic Em ssion by Extractive FTIR).
In the nmeantime, if the new method is validated using
Met hod 301, then the Method 301 results can be used to
request approval to use the new method on a site-specific
basi s.

Comrent: Several comenters noted that the tracer gas

met hod for determ ning capture efficiency, devel oped by a
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PCWP company and included in the proposed rule (68 FR
1276, appendix A to 40 CFR part 63), is a work in
progress. These commenters included with their coments
a copy of field validation tests conducted at a PCWP
facility. The commenters noted that future tests are
pl anned using the tracer gas nethod and that the results
of these tests should help EPA improve the use and
application of the proposed tracer gas test.

Response: We have reviewed the results of the first
field validation test of the tracer gas nethod and note
that the commenters did not provide any specific
recommendati ons for nodifying the tracer gas nethod as it
was proposed. Therefore, other than a few m nor wordi ng
changes, we did not make any substantive changes to the
tracer gas nethod in the final rule. |If the results of
subsequent field tests denonstrate a need to (further)
nodi fy the tracer gas nmethod, we will issue an anmendnment
to the final rule to incorporate the necessary changes.
2. Sanmpling | ocations

Comment: Several commenters recommended that the
final rule be reworded to clearly state that inlet
sanpling should take place at the functional inlet of a

control device sequence or at the primary HAP contro
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device inlet. For exanple, the comenters noted that the
final rule needs to clarify that sanpling should take
pl ace at the inlet of a WESP that precedes an RTO i nstead
of between the two devices. The commenters noted that
many WESP- RTO control systens are too closely coupled to
allow for a sanpling location in between that neets the
requi renments of Method 1 or 1A, 40 CFR 60, appendi x A
Response: W agree with the commenters and have
witten the final PCW rule to indicate that, for HAP-
altering controls in sequence, such as a wet control
device followed by a thermal oxidizer, sanpling sites
must be |l ocated at the functional inlet of the control
sequence (e.g., prior to the wet control device) and at
the outlet of the control sequence (e.g., thermal
oxi di zer outlet) and prior to any releases to the
at nosphere. In addition, as discussed previously in this
preanble, the final rule also clarifies that facilities
denonstrating conpliance with a PBCOlimt for a process
unit equi pped with a wet control device nust |ocate the
sanpling site prior to the wet control device.
3. Testing Under Representative Operating Conditions
Comment: Several comenters objected to the proposed

requi renent to test process units under representative
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operating conditions. The comenters argued that,
because the initial conpliance tests determ ne the outer
limts of conpliance, those tests should be conducted at
t he boundaries of expected performance for the process
and control units. These commenters noted that testing
at representative conditions would not accurately
simul ate true operating conditions, and thus, the
operating paraneter limts would be too narrow.
Therefore, the commenters contended that the final rule
shoul d specify that initial conpliance tests should be
conducted at the extremes of the expected operating range
for the parameter and control device function. In
addi tion, one of the commenters noted that the testing
provi si ons should al so address potential conflicts with
traditional State requirenents to test at maxi num or
desi gn conditions.

Response: The proposed rule defined representative
operating conditions as those conditions under which “the
process unit will typically be operating in the future,

i ncluding use of a representative range of material s[...]
and representative tenperature ranges.” We disagree that
t he proposed requirenent to test under representative

operating conditions will conflict with State
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requi renments and result in operating paraneter
limts/ranges that are too narrow. We wish to clarify
that the definition of representative operating
conditions refers to the full range of conditions at
whi ch the process unit will be operating in the future.
We expect that facilities will test under a variety of
condi tions, including upper and/or |ower bounds, to
better define the m nimum or maxi num operati ng paraneter
limt or broaden their operating limt ranges (where
applicable). For exanple, if a facility generally
operates a process unit (equipped with an RTO under
conditions that require the RTO to be operated at a
m ni nrum tenperature of 1450°F to ensure conpliance with
t he standards, but at other times operates that process
unit under conditions such that the m ni nrum RTO operating
tenperature nust be 1525°F to ensure conpliance, then the
facility has two options. One option is for the facility
to incorporate both of these operating conditions into
their permt such that they are subject to two different
operating paraneter limts (mninmmtenperatures), one
for each (defined) operating condition. As an
alternative, the facility could decide to conply with the

paranmeter limt associated with the worst-case operating
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conditions (nmost challenging conditions for the RTO),
which in this example would correspond to maintaining a
m ni nrum RTO operating tenperature of 1525°F, and t hus,
t hey could denonstrate conti nuous conpliance regardl ess
of the operating condition as |long as they maintained the
RTO tenperature at or above 1525°F. We have revised the
monitoring requirenents for process units w thout control
devices to allow these sources to establish a range of
conpliant paraneter values. |In addition, those PCW
facilities operating biofilters must maintain their
bi ofilter bed tenperature within the range established
during the initial performance test and, if avail abl e,
previ ous performance tests. |If the final PCW rule
required testing at maxi mum operating conditions, there
woul d be no way for facilities to identify their
operating paranmeter ranges. For these reasons, we
mai ntain that the requirement to test at representative
operating conditions is appropriate for the PCWP rul e.
4. Process Incineration Mnitoring Requirenments

Comrent: Several comrenters expressed approval for
t he proposed exenption fromtesting and nonitoring
requi renments for those process units with em ssions

introduced into the flanme zone of an onsite conbusti on
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unit with a capacity greater than or equal to 44
megawatts (MN (150 mllion Btu/hr). 1In addition,
several of these commenters requested that we expand upon
this exenption in the final rule. First, the comenters
requested that we extend the exenption to include
situations where the process unit exhaust is introduced
into the conmbustion unit with the conmbustion air. The
commenters noted that we had included such exenptions in
the HON (40 CFR part 63, subpart G and in the Pulp and
Paper Cluster Rule (40 CFR part 63, subpart S) in
recognition of the fact that boilers greater than 44 MV
typically had greater than % second residence tinme, ran
hotter than 1,500°F, and usually had destruction
efficiencies greater than 98 percent (see 65 FR 3909,
January 25, 2000, and 65 FR 80762, Decenber 22, 2000, at
863.443(d)(4)(ii)). The comenters stated that the

desi gn and construction of PCW boilers foll ow the sane
principles that would allow for these operating
conditions. Second, the commenters requested that we

al so exenpt snmaller combustion units (less than 44 MN or
150 mllion Btu/hr) fromthe testing and nonitoring
requirenents if the process unit exhaust is introduced

into the flame zone of the conbustion unit. The
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comenters noted that nost of the conmbustion units
associ ated at PCWP facilities are smaller units and that
testing of these units can be conplicated by their
configuration and integration with other process units.

Response: After review ng avail able information on
process incineration at PCWP facilities, we decided to
i nclude smaller conbustion units in the exenption from
testing and nonitoring requirenments if the process
exhaust enters into the flame zone. As part of this
change, we have included definitions of “flame zone” and
“conmbustion unit” in the final rule. However, we decided
not to include an exenption for PCW conbustion units
that introduce the process exhaust with the conbustion
air. As noted by the commenters, the HON and the final
pul p and paper MACT | rule exenmpt fromtesting and
nmonitoring requirenents conmbustion devices with heat
i nput capacity greater than or equal to 44 MW The HON
al so exenpts fromtesting and nonitoring combustion
devices with capacity less than 44 MWif the exhaust gas
to be controlled enters with the primary fuel. If the
exhaust gas to be controlled does not enter with the
primary fuel, then testing and conti nuous nonitoring of

firebox tenperature is required by the HON. Simlarly,
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the final pulp and paper MACT I rule exenpts fromtesting
and nmonitoring requirements conbustion devices (including
recovery furnaces, lime kilns, boilers, or process
heaters) with capacity |less than 44 MVif the exhaust
streamto be controlled enters into the flame zone or
with the primary fuel. Simlar to the HON and pul p and
paper MACT | rules, the final PCWP rule extends the
exenption fromtesting and nonitoring requirenments to
conmbustion units with heat input capacity |ess than 44
MW provided that the exhaust gas to be treated enters
into the combustion unit flame zone. |If the exhaust gas
enters into the conbustion unit flane zone, the required
90 percent control efficiency my be assunmed. |If the
exhaust gas does not enter into the flame zone, then the
testing and nonitoring requirenents for thermal oxidizers
wll apply.

As noted by the comenter, the HON and the final pulp
and paper MACT | rule exenpted boilers (and recovery
furnaces at pulp and paper mlls) wth heat input
capacity greater than 44 MWfromtesting and nonitoring
requi renents because performance data showed that these
| arge boilers achieve at | east 98 percent conbustion of

HAP when the em ssion streans are introduced with the
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primary fuel, into the flame zone, or with the conbustion
air. Linme kilns at pulp and paper mlls were excluded
fromthis provision because we did not have any data to
show that lime kilns can achieve the required destruction
efficiency when the HAP em ssion streamis introduced
with the conbustion air. Therefore, lime kilns at pulp
and paper mlls that accept HAP em ssion streans nust
i ntroduce the streaminto the flanme zone or with the
primary fuel. W do not have the data to show that the
desi gn and construction of large (greater than 44 M\
conmbustion units at PCWP plants would be simlar to
boilers found at pulp and paper mlls. Furthernore,
conbustion units at PCWP plants with heat input capacity
of greater than 44 MWare |ess prevalent than smaller
(i.e., less than 44 MN PCWP conbustion units, and many
of these smaller conbustion units are not boilers. As
st ated above, the final rule exenpts these smaller
conbustion units fromthe testing and nonitoring
requi renments provided that the HAP em ssion streamis
introduced into the flane zone. For these reasons, the
final PCWP rul e does not extend the exenption from
testing and nonitoring to those boilers greater than 44

MV that i ntroduce the HAP eni ssion streamwith the
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conmbustion air.
5. Selection of Operating Parameter Limts for Add-on
Control Systens

Comment: Several commenters stated that the inlet
static pressure to a thermal or catalytic oxidizer is not
a reliable indicator of the flow through the oxidizer,
the destruction efficiency, or the capture efficiency.
The comrenters also noted that the preanble to the PCW
rule stated that nonitoring the static pressure can
indicate to the operator when there is a problem such as
pl uggi ng. However, the comenters stated that static
pressure is usually the |last indicator of these types of
control device problenms. As discussed in the
promul gation BID, the commenters agreed that neasuring
t hose paraneters helps to assess the overall condition of
t he oxidizer but provided reasons why setting limts on
t hese paraneters is inappropriate. The comenters
further noted that nonitoring the static pressure hel ps
to control the speed of the fan or the oxidizer danpers
so that all the air flows are balanced. According to the
commenters, static pressure is adjusted to avoid vacuum
conditions in the ductwork of nultiple-dryer systens

treated by one control device when one dryer is shut
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down, to inprove em ssion collection efficiency and
prevent fugitive em ssions, and to adjust the pressure
drop across a bag filter as it fills with particul ates,
anong ot her reasons. However, the comenters stated
that, if operators are required to keep the static
pressure within an operating range, it will [imt their
ability to maintain capture efficiency. The commenters
expressed sim |l ar concerns regarding air flow rate
moni toring and noted that nunmerous factors affect the air
flow through the control device, including the rate of
wat er renmoval in dryers, |eakage of tranp air into the
process, the nunmber of processes operating for control
units that receive em ssions frommnultiple production
units, and the overall production speed due to process
adjustnments. The comenters noted that, in those cases
where air flow to the oxidizer is not constant,
monitoring the air flow through the oxidizer will not be
an accurate nmeasure of capture efficiency.

Response: After reviewing the information provided by
the comenters, we agree that, while nonitoring the
static pressure or air flowrate helps to assess the
overall condition of the oxidizer and provides an

i ndi cation that em ssions are being captured, setting



192

operating limts on these paraneters is not appropriate
for the reasons given by the commenters. Therefore,
today’s final rule does not include the proposed
requirenent to nonitor the static pressure or air flow
rate for thermal and catal ytic oxidizers.

Commrent: Several comenters requested that we nodify
t he procedures for determ ning the m nimum operating
tenperature (operating limt) for thermal and catalytic
oxi di zers. The comenters stated that, due to the normal
variation in conbustion tenperatures, a facility wll
have to performthe initial conpliance test at |ower-
t han-normal tenperature conditions to ensure that the
m ni num conbusti on tenperature will be set at a | evel
that they can continuously nmeet. The comenters
requested that we allow facilities to operate the thernal
oxi dizers up to 50°F |l ower than the average obtai ned by
the performance test and allow facilities to operate RCO
at a level that is 100°F above the m ni mum operating
tenperature of the catalyst. The commenters al so noted
that, when the THC concentration in the inlet is high,
the RCOw Il not need any additional heat and it can
operate at tenperatures higher than the set point.

Therefore, if the initial conpliance tests are conducted
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under these conditions, the operating tenperature limt
will be too high for production rates at |ess than ful
capacity.

Commenters also stated that, for RCO the thernocouple
shoul d be placed in a location to neasure the tenperature
of the gas in the conbusti on chamber between the catal yst
beds instead of in a location to nmeasure the gas stream
before it reaches the catalyst bed. The commenters noted
t hat, because the gas flow reverses direction in RCO the
inlet tenmperature nonitor will not consistently neasure
the gas at the sanme point in the process such that
sonetimes the gas tenperature will be recorded after the
cat al yst beds instead of before. The comenters further
noted that placenment of the nonitor inside the conbustion
chanmber would elimnate the need for nmultiple nonitors
and avoid problenms such as overheating and burnout of the
catal yst nedia caused by the tenperature del ay between
t he burner and the RCO inlet.

Response: We disagree with the comenters’ request to
include a 50°F margin around the m ni mum operating
tenperature established during the thermal oxidizer
conpliance test. |In general, selection of the

representative operating conditions for both the process
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and the control device for conducting the performnce
test is an inportant, and sonetines conplex, task. W
mai ntain that establishing the add-on control device
operating limt at the | evel denonstrated during the
performance test is appropriate. We note that the PCW
rule as proposed allows a facility to select the
tenperature operating limts based on site-specific
operating conditions, and the facility is able to

consi der the need for tenperature fluctuations in this
sel ection. The PCWP rule as proposed requires that the
operating limt be based on the average of the three

m ni mum t enper at ures measured during a 3-hour performnce
test (rather than on the average tenperature over the 3-
hour period, for exanple) to accommodate nornmal variation
during operation and ensure that the m ninumtenperature
establi shed represents the | owest of the tenperatures
measured during the conpliant test. For exanple, during
a 3-hour, three-run performance test, the operating limt
woul d be determ ned by averagi ng together the | owest 15-
m nut e average tenperature nmeasured during each of the
three runs. However, continuous conpliance with the
operating limt is based on a 3-hour block average. For

a typical 3-hour set of data, this neans that the 3-hour
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bl ock average will be higher than the average of the
three | owest 15-m nute averages, so the tenperature
nmoni tori ng provisions already have a built-in conpliance
margin. In addition, the final rule all ows PCW
facilities to conduct nmultiple performance tests to set
the m ni mum operating tenperature for RCO and RTO, so
PCWP sources woul d have the option to conduct their own
studies (under a variety of representative operating
conditions) in order to establish the m ni num operating
tenperature at a level that they could maintain and that
woul d provide themwi th an acceptable conpliance margin
We feel these provisions allow sufficient flexibility,
and an additional tolerance for a 50°F tenperature
variation is not necessary. Therefore, the final rule
does not allow facilities to operate thermal oxidizers
50°F |l ower than the average tenperature during testing.

Wth regard to RCO, we agree with the commenters that
when the THC concentration in the inlet is high, the RCO
wi Il not need any additional heat and it can operate at
t enperatures higher than the set point. Therefore, if
the initial conpliance tests are conducted under these
conditions, the operating tenmperature limt will be too

hi gh for production rates at |less than full capacity.
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However, the final rule requires em ssions testing under
representative operating conditions and not nmaxi mum
operating conditions. In addition, we do not agree with
the comenter’s solution to set the operating limt at
100°F above the m nimum operating (design) tenperature of
the catalyst. As with RTO, we feel it is incunbent upon
the facility to denonstrate performance and establish the
operating limts during the conpliance denonstration
test. Therefore, the final rule requires the facility to
establish the m ninum catal ytic oxidizer operating
tenperature during the conpliance test. However, as
not ed bel ow, we have provided nore flexibility to the
facility regarding tenperature nonitoring for RTO and
RCO

We recognize that in a typical RTO and RCO t he
conbusti on chanber contains multiple burners, and that
each of these burners may have nultiple thernocouples for
measuring the tenperature associated with that burner.
The final rule requires establishing and nonitoring a
m nimum firebox tenperature for RTO. In an RTO, the
m ni mum firebox tenperature is actually represented by
mul ti ple tenperature measurenents for nmultiple burners

within the conbusti on chanber. Thus, the final rule



197
clarifies that facilities operating RTO may nonitor the
tenperature in nultiple |ocations within the conbustion
chanmber and cal cul ate the average of the tenperature
measurenents to use in establishing the m ninmumfirebox
tenperature operating limt.

Regardi ng RCO, we agree with the commenters that,
because the gas flow reverses direction in RCO, the inlet
tenperature nmonitor will not consistently neasure the gas
at the sane point in the process, such that sonetinmes the
gas tenperature will be recorded after the catal yst beds
instead of at the inlet to the beds. W did not intend
to require the separate nmeasurenent of each inlet
tenperature by switching the data recordi ng back and
forth to coincide with the flow direction into the bed.
The intention is to nonitor the m nimum tenperature of
the gas entering the catalyst to ensure that the m ni num
tenperature is maintained at the operating |evel during
whi ch conpliance was denonstrated. This can be
acconpl i shed by nmeasuring the tenperature in the
regenerative canisters at one or nore |ocations.
Measuring the inlet tenperatures of each catal yst bed and
then determ ning the average tenperature for all catalyst

beds is one approach. Even though sone of the beds are
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cooling and others are heating, the average across all of
t he catal yst beds should not vary significantly. Another
acceptable alternative is nonitoring the combustion
chanmber tenperature, as suggested by the comrenters. The
moni toring location(s) selected by the facility may
depend on the operating conditions (i.e., THC | oading to
the unit) during the performance test and how the unit is
expected to be operated in the future. The objective is
to establish nonitoring and operating limts that are
representative of the conditions during the conpliance
denmonstration test(s) and representative of the
tenperature to which the catalyst is exposed. W
recogni ze the need for flexibility in selecting the
tenperature(s) to be nonitored as operating limts for
RCO. Therefore, the final rule provides flexibility by
allowing facilities with RCO to choose between basing
their mnimum RCO tenperature limt on the average of the
inlet tenmperatures for all catalyst beds or the average
tenperature within the conbustion chanmber. |If there are
mul ti pl e thernocouples at the inlet to each catal yst bed,
t hen we woul d expect facilities to average the
measurenments from each thernocouple to provide a

representative catalyst bed inlet tenperature for each
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i ndi vi dual catal yst bed.

Finally, the final rule also includes an option (in
lieu of nmonitoring oxidizer tenperature) for nonitoring
and mai ntaining the oxidizer outlet THC concentration at
or below the operating Iimt established during the
performance test. Use of the THC nonitoring option would
elimnate the concerns regardi ng establishing and
nmoni tori ng oxi di zer operating tenmperatures (in effect, it
provides facilities conplete flexibility in operation of
the control device, as long as the THC outl et
concentration remains below the operating limt).

Commrent: One commenter reconmended that we require
sanpling and testing of the catalyst activity |evel for
RCO. The comenter stated that the proposed requirenment
to nonitor inlet pressure may not be sufficient to detect
cat al yst probl ems such as poisoning, blinding, or
degr adati on.

Response: W agree with the commenter that a catal yst
activity level check is needed because catal yst beds can
become poi soned and rendered ineffective. An activity
| evel check can consist of passing an organi c conpound of
known concentration through a sanple of the catalyst,

measuring the percentage reduction of the conmpound across
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t he catal yst sanple, and conparing that percentage
reduction to the percentage reduction for a fresh sanple
of the sane type of catalyst. Generally, the PCW
facility would renove a representative sanple of the
catalyst fromthe catalytic oxidizer bed and then ship
the sanple to a testing conpany for analysis of its
ability to oxidize organic conpounds (e.g., by a flane
i oni zati on detector).

In response to this comment, we added to the final
rule a requirenent for facilities with catalytic
oxi di zers to perform an annual catalyst activity check on
a representative sanple of the catalyst and to take any
necessary corrective action to ensure that the catal yst
is performng within its design range. Corrective
actions may include washing or baking out the catalytic
medi a, conducting an enissions test to ensure the
catalytic nedia is resulting in the desired em ssions
reductions, or partial or full nedia replacenent.

Catal ysts are designed to have an activity range over
which they will reduce em ssions to the desired |evels.
Therefore, the final rule specifies that corrective
action is needed only when the catal yst activity is

outside of this range. It is not our intention for
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facilities to replace catalyst if the catalytic nedia is
not performng at the maximum |l evel it achieved when the
catal yst was new. Also, the final rule specifies that
the catal yst activity check nust be done on a
representative sanple of the catalyst to ensure that
facilities that may have recently conducted a parti al
medi a replacenment do not sanple only the fresh catalytic
media for the catalyst activity check.

Comment: Several commenters stated that the proposed
operating requirenments for pressure drop across the
biofilter bed should be removed fromthe final PCWP rule.
The comrenters contended that pressure drop is a good
paranmeter to nonitor voluntarily because it indicates the
pernmeability and age of the biofilter bed, helping to
det erm ne mai ntenance and repl acement needs; however, it
is not an indicator of destruction efficiency. The
comenters noted that, because of normal wear and tear,
the pressure drop gradually increases over the 2- to 5-
year |life span of the biofilter, so it would not be
possible to maintain a constant operating pressure. The
commenters further noted that the supporting materials in
t he project docket did not provide any information or

data that would support the idea that pressure drop is an
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i ndi cation of HAP destruction efficiency, but only
i ndi cated that pressure drop was an indication of the age
of the biofilter. For these reasons, the commenters
argued that setting an absolute limt on pressure drop
was | nappropriate.

The commenters al so requested that the proposed
requirenments to nmonitor the pH of the biofilter bed
effluent be renoved fromthe final PCW rule. The
commenters noted that pHis a good paraneter to nonitor
voluntarily because it indicates the environnental
conditions inside the biofilter bed and can indicate the
presence of organic acids and THC deconposition products,
but it is not a reliable indicator of destruction
efficiency. According to the comenters, snal
fluctuations of pH are expected and have little effect on
the biofilter performance; therefore, the narrow range of
pH val ues that woul d be established as an operating range
by the initial conpliance tests should not be used al one
to determ ne biofilter performance. The comenters al so
not ed some problens associated with conti nuous
measur enent of pH.  According to the commenters, sone
biofilter units operate with periodic irrigation of the

bed, such that the effluent flowis not constant and
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continuous nonitoring is not possible. The comenters
al so pointed to an NCASI survey that confirmed that
conti nuous pH nonitoring would be inmpractical for the
facilities surveyed. The comenters stated that, because
none of the PCWP facilities surveyed could find a Iink
bet ween pH al one and biofilter performance, none of those
facilities currently have continuous pH nonitors on their
biofilters.

In addition, several comenters requested changes to
t he proposed requirenent to nonitor the inlet tenperature
of the biofilter. These commenters agreed that
tenperature is a parameter that should be nonitored for
bi ofilters, but argued that the |l ocation of the
tenperature nmonitor should be changed fromthe biofilter
inlet to the biofilter bed or biofilter outlet. The
commenters noted that the biofilter bed tenperature has
t he greatest inpact on biological activity. According to
the commenters, the biofilter inlet tenperature is not a
good indi cator of bed tenperature and can change very
rapi dly dependi ng upon the operating rate of the press,
the humdity, and the anbient tenperature.

Response: W agree with the commenters that increases

in pressure drop will occur over tinme and will not
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necessarily equate to a reduction in control efficiency,
maki ng an absolute limt on pressure drop ineffective in
denonstrating conti nuous conpliance. Therefore, we have
not included the requirenment to nmonitor pressure drop in
t he operating requirenents for biofilters in the final
PCWP rule. W have also renoved the requirenent to
monitor pH fromthe final rule. Although pHis an
i ndi cator of the health of the mcrobial population
inside the biofilter, we agree with the comenters that
i ncludi ng continuous pH nonitoring as an operating
requi renent for biofilters may not be appropriate.

We al so agree with the commenters that the biofilter
bed tenperature has the greatest inpact on biol ogical
activity and that the location for nonitoring the
bi ofilter tenperature should be changed. W did not
propose nonitoring of biofilter bed tenperature because
we t hought that nonitoring of biofilter inlet tenperature
woul d be sinpler because only one thernocoupl e would be
required. The tenperature inside the biofilter bed can
change in different areas of the bed, and therefore,
depending on the biofilter, nmultiple thernocouples my be
necessary to get an accurate picture of the tenperature

conditions inside the biofilter bed. Prior to proposal
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we rejected the idea of nonitoring the biofilter exhaust
t enperature because tenperature nmeasured at this |location
can be affected by anmbient tenperature (especially for
biofilters with short stacks) nore than the tenperature
inside the biofilter bed. W now conclude that there is
no better, nore representative way to nonitor the
tenperature to which the biofilter m crobial population
is exposed than to directly nonitor the tenperature of
the biofilter bed. According to our MACT survey dat a,
nost facilities with biofilters are already nonitoring
bi ofilter bed tenmperature. Therefore, the final rule
requi res conti nuous nonitoring of the tenperature inside
the biofilter bed.

The proposed rule would have allowed facilities to
specify their own nonitoring nethods, nonitoring
frequencies, and averaging times for the proposed
bi ofilter operating paranmeters (i.e., inlet tenperature,
effluent pH, and pressure drop). However, nonitoring of
tenperature is not as subjective as nmonitoring biofilter
effluent pH and pressure drop; therefore, as an outgrowth
of our decision to not require nonitoring of biofilter
effluent pH and pressure drop, the final rule specifies

t he nmonitoring nmethod, frequency, and averaging tinme for
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biofilter bed tenmperature nmonitoring. The final rule
requires that each thernocouple be placed in a
representative location and clarifies that nultiple
t her nocoupl es nay be used in different |ocations within
the biofilter bed. The tenperature data (i.e., average
tenperature across all the thernocouples |ocated in the
biofilter bed if nmultiple thernocouples are used) nust be
nmoni tored continuously and reduced to a 24-hour bl ock
average. A 24-hour block average was selected for
bi ofilter tenperature nonitoring because we recognize
that there may be sone diurnal variation in tenperature.
Facilities wishing to reflect a diurnal tenperature
variation when establishing their biofilter tenperature
may wi sh to perform sone test runs during peak daily
tenperatures and other test runs early in the norning,
when tenperatures are at their | owest.

Facilities may choose to observe paraneters other than
bi ofilter bed tenperature, but will not be required to
record or control themfor the final PCW rule. W fee
that many factors can affect biofilter performance,
either alone (e.g., a nedia change) or in concert with
one another (e.g., a loss of water flowresults in a

sharp change in tenperature and pH). The factors that
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have the greatest effect on biofilter performance are
likely to be site-specific. However, based on the
coments we have received, we conclude that extensive

bi ofilter parameter nonitoring is not the best nmethod for
ensuring continuous conpliance. To pronote
enforceability of the final PCW rule, we have added a
requirenment to performperiodic testing of biofilters.
The final rule requires facilities to conduct a repeat
test at |l east every 2 years and within 180 days after a
portion of the biofilter bed is replaced with a new type
of nmedia or nore than 50 percent (by volune) of the
biofilter media is replaced with the sane type of nedia.
Each repeat test nust be conducted within 2 years of the
previous test (e.g., 2 years after the initial conpliance
test, or 2 years after the test follow ng a nedia
change). We are requiring repeat testing after a partial
or whol esal e change to another nedia type (considered a
nodi fication of the biofilter) because such a

nmodi fication can inpact the performance of the biofilter.
Facilities that replace biofilter media with a new type
of nmedia (e.g, bark versus synthetic nmedia) nust also re-
establish the limts of the biofilter bed tenperature

range. We feel that substantial replacenent of the
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biofilter media (e.g., replacenent of nore than 50
percent of the media) with the sane type of nedia nay
affect short-term performance of the biofilter while the
repl acenent nedi a becones acclimted, and therefore, the
final rule requires a repeat performance test foll ow ng
this type of nmedia replacenent. However, PCWP facilities
that replace biofilter media with the sanme type of nedia
are not required to re-establish the biofilter bed
tenperature range. In the case of sane-nedi a
replacenents, we feel it is appropriate for PCWP
facilities to be able to use data from previous
performance tests to establish the limts of the
tenperature range. During repeat testing follow ng
replacenent with the sane type of nedia, facilities can
verify that the biofilter remains within the tenperature
range established previously or establish a new conpliant
tenperature range. Facilities using a THC CEMS t hat
choose to conply with the THC conpliance options (i.e.,
90 percent reduction in THC or outlet THC concentration
| ess than or equal to 20 ppmvd) may use the data from
their CEMS in |ieu of conducting repeat perfornmance
testing.

Comment: Several comenters requested that the final
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rule allow new biofilters a | onger period than 180 days
to establish operating parameter |levels. These
comment ers suggested a l1l-year period, because that would
be 1 ong enough to observe the full seasonal variation in
paranmeters and find the true operating maxi ma and m ni ma.

Response: We disagree that nore than 180 days is
necessary to establish operating parameter limts for
biofilters. As nmentioned previously, we have elim nated
t he proposed requirenent to establish operating limts
for pH and pressure drop. Today’'s final rule contains
two options for biofilter operating parameter limts:
bi ofilter bed tenperature range and outlet THC
concentration. \While allowing 1 year to establish the
bi ofilter bed tenperature operating range is reasonabl e
due to seasonal tenperature variations, 1 year is not
necessary for establishing an outlet THC concentration
limt. Furthernore, the final rule already allows
facilities to expand their operating ranges (see
863. 2262(m (3)) through additional em ssions testing.

The conpliance date for existing facilities is 3 years
after pronulgation of the final PCWP rule, and existing
facilities are allowed 180 days follow ng the conpliance

date to conduct performance testing and establish the
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operating paranmeter limts. |If there is concern that 180
days is not | ong enough for a new biofilter installation
to operate under the full range of biofilter bed
tenperatures, then existing facilities should begin
operation of their biofilter well before the conpliance
date (e.g., 180 days prior to the conpliance date if 1
year is needed). Facilities also have the option of
testing their biofilter prior to the conpliance date to
establish one extrene of their biofilter bed tenperature
range. The conpliance date for new PCW facilities is
the effective date of the rule (if startup is before the
effective date) or upon initial startup (if the initial
startup is after the effective date of the rule), and
biofilters installed at new PCW facilities would have up
to 180 days follow ng the conpliance date to establish
the operating paranmeter limts. To address situations
where a new biofilter is installed at an existing
facility nore than 180 days after the conpliance date
(e.g., to replace an existing RTO, we have included
section 863.2262(m (2) to the final PCW rule, which
al l ows existing sources that install new biofilters up to
180 days following the initial startup date of the

biofilter to establish the operating parameter limts.



211

Thus, new biofilter installations are given tinme for
establi shment of operating paraneter limts regardl ess of
where they are installed at new or existing sources.

Comrent: Miltiple comrenters supported the option to
continuously nonitor THC at control device outlets to
denonstrate conpliance, but suggested that either the
procedure for determning the operating limts or the
| ength of the averaging periods be altered. The
comenters stated that THC concentration at a contro
device outlet is not a paranmeter that can be easily
adj usted by operators over short periods of tinme. The
commenters stated that 3 hours is not a | ong enough bl ock
to avoid deviations fromconpliance given the variability
of the process. The commenters provided an anal ysis of
THC data froma biofilter outlet that showed nultiple
devi ati ons occurring over a two nonth period when a 3-
hour bl ock average was used and few to zero devi ations
when a 24-hour or 7-day bl ock average was used for the
operating limts. The commenters stated that because HAP
destruction efficiency of biofilters does not vary much
with time, the | onger block average woul d not be
envi ronnent al | y har nf ul

Response: VWhile THC em ssions at the outlet of a
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bi ofilter may vary, the THC em ssions at the outlet of a
thermal or catalytic oxidizer should not vary greatly.
Al t hough, as stated by the comenters, the HAP
destruction efficiency of biofilters is not subject to
| arge short-termvariations, the sanme is not true for
thermal and catal ytic oxidizers (e.g., a sudden
significant decrease in tenperature could result in a
sudden decrease in HAP reduction). Therefore, we feel it
is appropriate to maintain the 3-hour bl ock averaging
requi rement for THC nonitoring for thermal and catal ytic
oxi di zers. However, we have expanded the THC aver agi ng
requi rement for biofilters to a 24-hour bl ock average to
provide nore flexibility. The THC operating limt for
biofilters woul d be established as the maxi num of three
15-m nute recorded readi ngs during em ssions testing. W
al so note the continuous nonitoring of THC i s not
required for all APCD, but is an alternative to
continuous nonitoring of tenperature. Furthernore,
facilities can conduct nultiple performance tests at
different operating conditions to increase their maxi mum
THC concentration operating limt.
6. Selection of Monitoring Requirements for Uncontrolled

Process Units
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Comment: Several commenters recommended that we
change the title of proposed 863.2262 (n) (How do
conduct performance tests and establish operating
requi renments? - Establishing uncontrolled process unit
operating requirenents) to “Establishing operating
requi renments for production-based conpliance option
process units” for the final rule. The commenters stated
that the proposed title inplied that no controls of any
kind are being applied to these process units, when in
fact facilities may be using P2 techniques to reduce
em ssions. The commenters al so objected to wording
within the proposed section that suggests that
tenperature is the only paraneter affecting HAP em ssions
fromthe process units. The commenters suggested that
the requirenments be revised in the final rule to give
sources nore flexibility in identifying and docunenting
t hose process unit operating paraneters that are critical
to maintaining conpliance with the PBCO limts.

Response: At proposal, our intention was to establish
operating requirenments for those process units conplying
with rule requirements without the use of an APCD. There
are two situations in the PCWP rule as proposed where

process units my not have an add-on control device: (1)
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when process units neet the PBCO, or (2) when process
units used to generate em ssions averagi ng debits do not
have an add-on APCD that partially controls em ssions.
To clarify this for the final rule and to address the
commenters’ concern regarding applicability of
863.2262(n), we changed the title of the section to
“Est abl i shing operating requirenments for process units
meeting conpliance options wi thout a control device.”

We agree with the commenters that tenperature alone is
not necessarily the sole factor affecting HAP em ssions
from some process units. A variety of factors can affect
HAP em ssions, and the controlling paranmeter for one
process unit may be different than the controlling
paramet er for another process unit. Therefore, the final
rule gives sources nore flexibility in selecting and
establishing operating limts for process units wthout
add-on controls. The final rule requires facilities to
identify and docunent the operating paraneter(s) that
affect HAP em ssions fromthe process unit and to
establi sh appropriate nonitoring nmethods and nonitoring
frequencies. We recognize that it is not practical to
continuously nonitor every process-unit-specific factor

that could affect uncontrolled em ssions (e.g., there is
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no way to nonitor and determ ne a 3-hour block average of
wood species m x for a particleboard plant). However,
sonme paranmeters are suitable for continuous nonitoring
(e.g., process operating tenperature, furnish noisture
content) and are already nonitored as part of normal
operation but not for conpliance purposes. W feel that
daily records of nobst paraneters would be sufficient to
ensure ongoi ng conpliance (e.g., daily average process
operating tenperature, furnish noisture, resin type, wood
species mx) if the paraneters do not deviate fromthe
ranges for these paranmeters during the initial conpliance
test. Therefore, in the final PCW rule, we have

repl aced the proposed 3-hour block average tenperature
nmonitoring requirenents for process units w thout control
devices with a requirenent to maintain, on a daily basis,
the process unit operating paraneter(s) within the ranges
established during the performance test. This gives
facilities the flexibility to decide which paraneters
they will nonitor and control, while providing

enf orcenent personnel with records that can be used to
assess and conpare the day-to-day operation of the
process unit to the controlling operating paraneters.

Facilities are also allowed to decide for each paraneter
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t he appropriate nonitoring methods, nonitoring
frequencies, and averaging times (not to exceed 24 hours
for continuously nonitored paraneters such as tenperature
and wood furnish nmoisture). Also, to ensure that the HAP
em ssions neasured during the conpliance tests are
representative of actual em ssions, the final rule
requires testing at representative operating conditions,
as defined in the rule.
7. Data Collection and Handl i ng

Comment: Several comenters requested clarifications
and changes to the proposed requirenents related to data
coll ection and handling for CPMS. The commenters stated
that the requirenment that a valid hour of data nust
include at | east three equally spaced data val ues for
t hat hour is anbiguous and should be revised. The
commenters recomended that the final rule require
facilities to average at |east three data points taken at
constant intervals, provided the interval is |less than or
equal to 15 mnutes. The commenters further noted that a
better approach would be to drop the concept of an hourly
average al together and sinply calculate the bl ock average
as the average of all evenly spaced neasurenents in the

bl ock period with a maxi num neasurenent interval of 15
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m nut es. The commenters also noted that the proposed
rule did not specify how to cal cul ate the 3-hour bl ock
aver age when one or nore of the individual hours does not
contain at |east three valid data val ues.

Commenters al so requested that the final rule
consolidate and clarify the requirenents in proposed
8863. 2268 and 63. 2270 regardi ng data that shoul d be
excl uded from bl ock averages. The comenters recomended
that the final rule explicitly state that any nonitoring
data taken during periods when em ssion control equipnent
are not accepting em ssions fromthe production processes
shoul d be excluded from hourly or block averages. The
commenters al so noted inconsistencies in the proposed
rul e | anguage that seenmed to inply that data collected
duri ng production downtine and SSM events woul d be
included in the hourly averages but not in the block
averages. The comenters stated that, because SSM events
occur when the process is not in operation, there is no
need to collect data fromthese peri ods.

Response: W agree with the commenters that the
proposed rul e | anguage regardi ng acceptabl e data and data
aver agi ng was sonmewhat anbi guous and have revised the

| anguage accordingly. Follow ng the commenters’
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recommendati on, we renoved the concept of an hourly
average fromthe final rule to allow block averages to be
cal cul ated as the average of all evenly spaced
measurenents in the 3-hour or 24-hour block period with a
maxi mum measurenment interval of 15 mnutes. In place of
the requirenment for a valid hourly average to contain at
| east three equally spaced data val ues for that hour, we
added a m nimum data availability requirement. The
m ni nrum data availability requirement specifies that to
cal cul ate data averages for each 3-hour or 24-hour
averagi ng period, you nust have at |east 75 percent of
the required recorded readings for that period using only
recorded readi ngs that are based on valid data. The
m ni mum data availability requirement appears in
863. 2270(f) of today’'s final rule. To clarify what
constitutes valid data and how to cal cul ate bl ock
averages, we rearranged proposed 8863.2268 and 63. 2270.
We noved proposed 863.2268(a)(3) and (4) to final
863. 2270 (now 863.2270(d) and (e)) of today’'s final rule.
Rat her than repeating which data should be excluded from
data averages in 863.2270(d) and (e), these new sections
now refer to 863.2270(b) and (c) when discussing data

t hat should not be included in data averages. W also
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added data recorded during periods of SSMto the |ist of
data that should be excluded from data averages in
863.2270. We feel these changes to the structure and
wor di ng of the rule should fully address the commenters’
concer ns.

Comment: Several comenters noted that the proposed
PCWP rul e does not provide any alternatives to the
definition of a 1-hour period found in the MACT genera
provi sions (40 CFR 63.2), which states that a 1-hour
period is any 60-m nute period comencing on the hour.
These commenters requested that facilities be given the
option of beginning a 1-hour period at a time that is
conveni ent dependi ng on shift changes, enployee duties at
the end of a shift, and settings on the systens that
record dat a.

Response: W agree with the commenters and have
included a definition of 1-hour period in today' s final
rule that omts the phrase “comrencing on the hour.”

8. Performance Specifications for CPMS

Comment: Several comenters requested that we wite
sections of the final rule | anguage that address
t enperature nmeasurenent. The comenters stated that the

phrase “m ni num tol erance of 0.75 percent,” found in
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proposed sections 63.2268(b)(2), 63.2268(c)(3), and
63.2268(e)(2), should be revised to read “accurate within
0.75 percent of sensor range.” The commenters argued
t hat, because tol erances usually refer to physical
di mensions, this revision nore accurately reflects the
intent of the final PCW rule. Comrenters also
recommended that the sensitivity for chart recorders be
changed froma sensitivity in the m nor division of at
| east 20°F to m nor divisions of not nore than 20°F. The
commenters noted that the wording in the proposed rule
means that m nor divisions could be 30°F or 50°F, but
assunmed that we probably nmeant that 20°F is the | argest
m nor division that a facility can use, and therefore,
stated that the suggested revision is nore accurate.

Response: We agree that the proposed tenperature
measur enent requirenments should be clarified. 1In today’s
final rule, we wote the requirement in 863.2269(b) (2)
(formerly proposed 863.2268(b)(2)) to read “m ni mum
accuracy of 0.75 percent the tenperature value.” W
el i m nated proposed sections 8863.2268(c) and 63.2268(e)
fromthe final rule because we renoved the requirenents
for nonitoring of pressure or flow W also wote

proposed 863.2268(b)(3) to state that “If a chart
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recorder is used, it nust have a sensitivity with m nor
di vi sions of not nore than 20°F.”

Comment: Several comenters requested changes to the
proposed work practice requirenments for dry rotary dryers
and veneer redryers related to noisture nonitoring. The
commenters noted that the proposed requirenent to use a
moi sture nmonitor with a m nimum accuracy of 1 percent was
appropriate for rotary dry dryers in the 25 to 35 percent
noi sture content range. However, the commenters stated
that | ess stringent accuracy requirenents should be
i ncl uded for veneer redryers to better correspond with
current practices at softwood pl ywood and veneer
facilities. Specifically, the comenters requested that
the final rule revise the proposed perfornmance
specifications for noisture monitors for veneer redryers
to allow the use of nonitors with an accuracy of =3
percent in the 15 to 25 percent noisture range. Several
commenters al so requested that the proposed calibration
procedures for noisture nonitors be revised in the final
rule to elimnate grab sanpling and to allow facilities
to follow the calibration procedures recomended by the

manuf acturer. The comenters argued that the proposed

grab sanpling procedure is inpractical and that obtaining
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a representative grab sanple would be difficult.

Response: W agree with the commenters that the
proposed noi sture nonitoring requirements should be
adjusted in the final rule and have made the requested
changes to the accuracy requirenments for npoisture
monitors used with rotary dry dryers and veneer redryers.
We have al so adjusted the calibration procedures in the
final rule to elimnate grab sanpling and to all ow
facilities to follow the manufacturer’s recommended
cal i bration procedures for noisture nonitors.

| . Routi ne Control Device Mintenance Exempti on ( RCDVE)

Comment: Several comenters requested that the
proposed requirenments for the RCDVME be nodified in the
final rule to give PCW facilities nmore flexibility.
First, the commenters requested that the proposed RCDME
al | owmances (expressed as a percentage of the process unit
operating hours) be increased. The comenters argued
that the proposed downtinme all owance periods are too
short to allow for proper maintenance. The commenters
noted that the NCASI survey that was used to set the
downti ne all owance only included data from 1999, and many
facilities may have conducted nonannual mai ntenance and

repairs in the years preceding or follow ng that year.
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According to the commenters, the 1999 survey was al so
limted in that the majority of the RTO included in the
survey were less than 5 years old, and as the equi pnent
ages over a lifetine of 5 to 15 years, performance w ||
degrade below the levels seen in the 1999 survey.
Therefore, the commenters suggested that we reexam ne the
NCASI downtime data and use the 79'" percentile instead of
t he 50'" percentile to select downtinme all owances that
represent the tinme needed for nonannual events.

Response: After review ng our previous analysis of
t he downtine data, we maintain that the percentage
downtime we proposed (3 percent for some process units
and 0.5 percent for others) cal culated on an annual basis
is appropriate for the final PCW rule. The downtine
al l owance all owed under the RCDME is intended to all ow
facilities limted time to performroutine maintenance on
their APCD wi t hout shutting down the process units being
controlled by the APCD. W included the downtine
al l owance in the proposed rul e because we recogni ze t hat
frequent mai ntenance nust be performed to conbat
particul ate and salt buildup in sone RTO and RCO for PCWP
dryi ng processes. The downtine allowance is not intended

to cover every APCD mai ntenance activity, only those
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mai nt enance activities that are routine (e.g., bakeouts,
washouts, partial or full nedia replacenents) and do not
coincide with process unit shutdowns. Most APCD
mai nt enance shoul d occur during process unit shutdowns;
the RCDME is a downtinme allowance in addition to the APCD
mai nt enance downti ne that occurs during process unit
shutdowns. We note that npbst PCWP plants do not operate
8,760 hours per year w thout shutdowns. For exanple, the
MACT survey responses indicate that softwood plywood
pl ants operate for an average 7,540 hours per year, which
woul d al l ow 1,220 hours for control device maintenance
wi t hout the RCDME. Furthernore, the RCDME is allowed in
addition to APCD downti me associated with SSM events
covered by the SSM plan (e.g., electrical problens,
mechani cal problenms, utility supply problens, and
pre-filter upsets). For these reasons, the final rule
retains the RCDME al | owances included in the proposed
rul e.

Comment: Several commenters objected to the proposed
requi renent that the maintenance be schedul ed at the
begi nni ng of the sem annual period. The commenters
argued that scheduling mai ntenance activities at the

begi nni ng of each sem annual period is neither consistent
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with industry practice nor practical. The comenters
noted that downtine for maintenance is scheduled as the
need ari ses, and downtine schedul es change with need and
production requirenents. The commenters stated that nost
facilities have a general idea of when they intend to
conduct routine maintenance activities and will schedul e
t hose activities whenever possible to coincide with
process downtinme as it approaches. The comenters
further noted that the proposed PCW rul e does not
clarify what would happen if nmmi ntenance were necessary
before the schedul ed date. Therefore, the comenters
concluded that deleting the requirenent to set the
mai nt enance schedul e at the begi nning of each sem annual
period would elim nate confusion and better represent
i ndustry practice.

Response: W agree with the commenters and have
renoved the requirenment to record the control device
mai nt enance schedul e for the sem annual period fromthe
final rule. We agree that the proposed requirenent would
be inpractical because process unit shutdowns are not
schedul ed sem annually. Also, the SSM provisions do not
requi re scheduling of maintenance, and therefore,

requiring scheduling of routine maintenance covered under
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t he RCDME woul d be nore restrictive than the requirenents
for SSM To the extent possible, APCD mai ntenance should
be scheduled at the sane tinme as process unit shutdowns.
Thus, today’ s final rule retains the requirenment that
startup and shutdown of em ssion control systens nust be
schedul ed during tines when process equi pnent is also
shut down.

Comrent: Commenters al so requested that the proposed
RCDME requirenent that facilities must mnimze em ssions
to the greatest extent possible during maintenance
periods be revised to require that facilities mke
reasonabl e efforts to mnimze em ssions during
mai nt enance. The comenters stated that this revision is
necessary because the proposed wordi ng could be
interpreted to nmean that sources should limt production
or shut down entirely during mai ntenance periods, which
is contrary to the intent of the RCDME.

Response: W agree with the commenters and have
modi fied the referenced requirenent as suggested by the
comment ers.

J. Startup, Shutdown, and Ml function (SSM

Comment : Several commenters noted i nconsi stencies

bet ween the proposed rule and the NESHAP Gener al
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Provi sions (40 CFR part 63, subpart A) and requested that
t hese inconsistencies be resolved by making the final
PCWP rul e consistent with the |atest version of the
General Provisions.

Response: Approximately 1 nonth prior to publication
of the proposed PCWP rule, we published proposed
amendnments to the NESHAP General Provisions concerning
SSM procedures (67 FR 72875, Decenmber 9, 2002) and
pronmul gated themin May 2003 (68 FR 32585, May 30, 2003).
Due to the timng of the these rul emaki ngs, the proposed
PCWP rul e | anguage did not reflect our nost recent
deci sions regarding SSM To avoid confusion and pronote
consi stency, we have witten the final rule to reference
t he NESHAP General Provisions directly, where applicable,
and to be nore consistent with other recently pronul gated
MACT standards. Although the amendnments to the NESHAP
General Provisions regarding SSM plans are currently
involved in litigation, the rule requirenents pronul gated
on May 30, 2003, apply to the final PCW NESHAP unl ess
and until we promnul gate another revision. 1In response to
suggesti ons nmade by commenters, we al so consoli dated
several sections to clarify the requirements related to

SSM and to elimnate redundancies in the final rule.
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Specifically, we conbined proposed 863.2250(d) with
proposed 863.2250(a) and revised the resulting
863. 2250(a) to clarify that the SSM peri ods nmentioned in
proposed 863.2250(a) apply to both process units and
control devices and to clarify when the conpliance
options, operating requirenents, and work practice
requi renents do and do not apply. W also renoved
proposed 863.2250(e) fromthe final rule because it was a
duplication of proposed 863.2251(e) regarding control
devi ce mai ntenance schedules. 1In addition, we renpved
proposed 863.2250(f) related to RCO catal yst mai ntenance
because this section was m splaced and is not consistent
with the RCO nonitoring requirements in today’ s final
rule.

K. Ri sk- Based Approaches

1. Ceneral comments
Ri sk- based approaches
Commrent : Nunerous comrenters encouraged EPA to
i ncorporate risk-based options which woul d excl ude
facilities that pose no significant risk to public health
or the environment. Commenters stated that inclusion of
ri sk provisions has the potential to achi eve overall

environmental ly superior results in a cost-effective
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manner, particularly in cases where criteria pollutants
fromcontrol devices (i.e., incinerators) may result in
greater inpacts that the HAP em ssions that they control.
In particular, the conmmenter referred to EPA’s projection
t hat adoption of MACT floor |level controls would result
in increased em ssions of NOx, a precursor to ozone and
PM According to the comenter, the proposed rule
(wi thout risk provisions) would work agai nst the
i ndustry’s voluntary conmtment to reduce the em ssions
of greenhouse gases by 12 percent over the next 10 years.
The comenter concluded that, in its proposed form the
rul e woul d i npose significant additional cost with
virtually no gain to either the environment or the
health. The comrenter stated that facilities wishing to
t ake advantage of the risk-based exenption would take a
federally-enforceable permit limt that woul d guarantee
that their em ssions remain below the risk-based em ssion
standard. This would constitute an em ssion |limtation,
within the statutory definition of the term and it would
allow facilities to forego the installation of
i nci nerators where they are not warranted by public
heal t h and environnmental considerations, the comenter

cl ai ned.
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Some commenters argued that the risk-based options are
legally justified, protective of human health and the
environnent, and econom cally sensible. These comenters
stated that the risk-based options are supported under
the CAA, through EPA' s authority under sections 112(d)(4)
and 112(c)(9) to set em ssion standards other than MACT
for certain lowrisk facilities and delist technol ogy-
defined | owrisk subcategories, respectively, and through

what they claimed is EPA's inherent de minims authority

to avoid undertaking regulatory action in the absence of
meani ngful risk. One comenter pointed out that, by
meeting the stringent health benchmarks necessary to
qualify for the risk-based conpliance approaches,
facilities already would have satisfied the residual risk
provi sions 8 years ahead of the statutory requirenents
set forth in section 112(f) of the CAA

Two commenters believed that the risk-based approach
woul d particularly benefit small mlls |located in rural
areas with tinber-dependent econom es. One commenter
stated that, by offering manufacturers an opportunity to
apply for subcategorization on a site-specific basis,
facilities that are renotely | ocated, or which were

originally planned and sited with thorough consi deration
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of airshed inpacts, would not be unduly burdened with
MACT requirements which yield little or no public health
benefits.

Sonme commenters argued that such lowrisk facilities
shoul d not be burdened with the requirenments of MACT.
One commenter noted that the regulatory framework exists
within their State to inplenent a risk-based approach.
Anot her commenter agreed with the concept of a risk-based
approach but stated that it would not be appropriate for
State and |l ocal progranms to determ ne which facilities
shoul d be exempted from MACT. Anot her commenter
suggested that exenptions be provided on a case-by-case
basis to individual facilities that are able to
denonstrate that they pose no significant risk to public
health or the environnent.

Several comenters opposed the risk-based exenptions.
Two commenters stated that the use of risk-based concepts
to evade MACT applicability is contrary to the intent of
the CAA and is based on a flawed interpretation of
section 112(d)(4) witten by an industry subject to
regul ati on. One comenter added that the CAA requires a
t echnol ogy- based fl oor | evel of control and does not

provi de exclusions for risk or secondary inpacts in
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applying the MACT floor. The other comenter was
concerned about industry’s unprecedented proposal to

include de mnims exenptions and cost in the MACT

standard process. The comenter stated that including
case-by-case risk-based exenpti ons would jeopardi ze the
ef fectiveness of the national air toxics programto
adequately protect public health and the environnent and
to establish a level playing field. A third commenter
noted that subcategorization and source category
del eti ons under CAA section 112(c) have been i npl enented
several tinmes since the MACT program began.

Some commenters pointed out that they have not been
able to comment on the technical merit of the risk
anal ysis enpl oyed by the EPA. They argued that, until
t he residual risk analysis procedures have been
i npl emented via the CAA section 112(f) process, risk
anal ysi s should not be used in making MACT determ nations
pursuant to CAA section 112(d)(4). Also, risk analysis
coul d never be used to establish a MACT fl oor.

One commenter pointed out that, in separate
rul emaki ngs and | awsuits, EPA adopted |egal positions and
policies that they clained refute and contradict the very

ri sk-based and cost-based approaches contained in the
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proposal. In these other arenas, EPA properly rejected
ri sk assessnent to alter the establishment of MACT
standards. The EPA al so properly rejected cost in
determ ni ng MACT floors and in denying a basis for
avoi ding the MACT fl oor.

Response: W feel that the assertions by one
coment er about the environmental disbenefits of the PCW
rul e as proposed are overstated. We disagree that the
PCWP i ndustry as a whole poses a snmall-to-insignificant
risk to human health and the environment. However, we
acknow edge that there are some PCWP affected sources
that pose little risk to human health and the
environnent. Consequently, we have included an option in
today’s final PCWP rule that would all ow individual
affected sources to be found eligible for nmenbership in a
delisted lowrisk subcategory if they denonstrate that
t hey do not pose a significant risk to human health or
the environment. The lowrisk subcategory delisting in
today’s final PCW rule is based on our authority under
CAA sections 112(c)(1) and (9). The statute requires
t hat categories or subcategories neet specific risk
criteria in order to be delisted. To determ ne whether

source categories and subcategories, and their
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constituent sources, neet these criteria, risk analyses
may be used. We disagree with the commenter that we nust
wait for inplenentation of CAA section 112(f) before
utilizing risk analysis in this manner. Section
112(d) (1) of the CAA gives us the authority to
di stingui sh anong cl asses, types, and sizes of sources
within a category, and CAA section 112(c)(1) does not
restrict our authority to base categories and
subcat egori es on other appropriate criteria. As
di scussed in nmore detail elsewhere in this notice, we
feel these provisions of the CAA allow us to define a
subcategory of sources in terns of risk. Thus, the | ow
ri sk subcategory of PCWP affected sources is defined in
terms of risk, not cost. W are not subcategorizing or
determ ni ng MACT fl oors based on cost. Furthernore,
because nost affected sources will make their [owrisk
denonstrations foll ow ng promul gati on of today's final
PCWP rul e, the MACT | evel of em ssions reduction required
by today’'s final rule is not affected by affected sources
becom ng part of the |l owrisk subcategory.

We are not pursuing the risk-based exenptions based on
CAA section 112(d)(4). W do not feel that a risk-based

approach based on section 112(d)(4) is appropriate for
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t he PCWP industry because PCWP facilities emt HAP for
whi ch no health threshol ds have been established and
because the |l egislative history of the 1990 Anendnents to
the CAA indicates that Congress considered and rejected
allowing us to grant such source-specific exenptions from

the MACT floor. W also are not relying on de mnims

authority. Legal issues associated with the risk-based
provi sions are addressed el sewhere in this preanble.

In today’s final PCW rule, we are identifying the
criteria we will use to identify lowrisk PCW affected
sources and requesting that any candi date affected
sources, in addition to the affected sources already
identified as lowrisk in today's action, submt
information to us based on those criteria so that we can
eval uate whet her they m ght be lowrisk. Today’ s final
PCWP rul e al so establishes a |lowrisk PCW subcategory
based on the criteria (and including several identified
af fected sources) and delists the subcategory based on
our finding that no source that would be eligible to be
included in the subcategory based on our adopted criteria
emts HAP at |evels that exceed the threshol ds specified
in section 112(c)(9)(B) of the CAA. To be found eligible

to be included in the delisted source category, affected
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sources wll have to denonstrate to us that they neet the
criteria established by today’s final PCW rule and
assunme federally enforceable Iimtations that ensure
their HAP em ssions do not subsequently increase to
exceed levels reflected in their eligibility
denonstrati ons.

The criteria defining the lowrisk subcategory of PCW
af fected sources are included in appendix B to subpart
DDDD of 40 CFR part 63. The criteria in the appendix
wer e devel oped for and apply only to the PCWP industry
and are not applicable to other industries. Today's
final PCWP rule provides two ways that a affected source
may denonstrate that it is part of the |owrisk
subcat egory of PCWP affected sources. First, |ook-up
tables all ow affected sources to determ ne, using a
limted nunber of site-specific input paraneters, whether
em ssions fromtheir sources m ght cause a hazard i ndex
(H') I'imt for noncarcinogens or a cancer benchmark of
one in amllion to be exceeded. Second, a site-specific
nodel i ng approach can be used by those affected sources
t hat cannot denonstrate that they are part of the | ow
ri sk subcategory using the | ook-up tables.

The lowrisk subcategory delisting that is included in
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today’'s final PCW rule is intended to avoid inposing
unnecessary controls on affected sources that pose little
risk to human health or the environment. Facilities wll
have to select controls or other nethods of limting risk
and then denonstrate, using appendix B to subpart DDDD of
40 CFR part 63 and other analytical tools, such as the
“Ailr Toxics Ri sk Assessnent Reference Library,” if
appropriate in a source's case, that their em ssions
qualify themto be included in the |owrisk subcategory,
and, therefore, to not be subject to the MACT conpli ance
options included in today’'s final PCW rule.

Comment: Several comenters objected to EPA using the
preanbl es of individual rule proposals as the forum for
i ntroducing significant changes in the way that MACT
standards are established. The commenter believed that
all owi ng risk-based exenptions requires statutory
changes. A third comenter expressed concern that other
parties may m ss comenting on the risk-based exenptions
because they are contained within six separate proposals.
The comrenter added that to give the issue full
consi deration, the risk provisions should not be adopted
within any of the final rules but should be addressed in

one place, such as in revisions to the General Provisions
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of 40 CFR part 63, subpart A

Response: The di scussion of risk-based provisions in
MACT was included in individual proposals for several
reasons. First, we recognize that such provisions m ght
only be appropriate for certain source categories, and
our deci sion-nmaking process required source category-
specific input from stakehol ders. Second, the 10-year
MACT st andards, which are now being conpl eted, are the
| ast group of MACT standards currently planned for
devel opnent, and for any risk provisions to be useful,
the provisions nust be finalized in a timely manner. W
do not agree that statutory changes are necessary because
of the discretion provided to the Adm nistrator under CAA
section 112(d)(1) to distinguish anong cl asses, types,
and sizes of sources within a category and under CAA
section 112(c)(1) to base categories and subcategories on
any appropriate criteria. W consider lowrisk affected
sources to be an appropriate subcategory of sources
within the PCWP source category.

Comment: Several commenters stated that the risk-
based exenpti on proposal removes the level playing field
that would result fromthe proper inplenmentation of

t echnol ogy- based MACT standards. According to the
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commenters, establishing a baseline |level of control is
essential to prevent industry fromnoving to areas of the
country that have the |l east stringent air toxics
prograns, which was one of the primary goals of
devel oping a uniform national air toxics program under
section 112 of the 1990 CAA anendnents. The commenters
argued that risk-based approaches woul d jeopardi ze future
reductions of HAP in a uniform and consistent manner
across the nation. One commenter stated that National
Air Toxics Assessnment (NATA) data show that virtually no
area of the country has escaped nmeasurabl e concentrations
of toxic air pollution. The NATA information indicates
t hat exposure to air toxics is high in both densely
popul ated and renmpote rural areas.

One commenter disagreed with the assertion that the
| evel playing field would be renoved. The commenter
poi nted out that the argunent that EPA should inpose
unnecessary and potentially environnmental |y damagi ng
controls for the sole purpose of equalizing control costs
across facilities would be at odds with the stated
pur pose of the CAA. According to the commenter, the
claimthat the risk-based approach would favor facilities

| ocated away from popul ati on centers is incorrect. As
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contenpl ated, the risk-based approaches to the NESHAP
woul d be keyed to the conparison of health benchnmarks
wi th reasonabl e maxi mnum chroni c and acute exposures.
According to the commenter, the presence or absence of
human popul ati ons woul d have no effect on whet her
facilities would qualify.

Response: W agree that one of the primary goals of
devel oping a uniform national air toxics program under
section 112 of the 1990 CAA anendnments was to establish a
| evel playing field. W do not feel that defining a | ow
ri sk subcategory in today’s final PCW rule does anything
to renmove the level playing field for PCWP facilities.
Today’s final PCW rule and its criteria for
denonstrating eligibility for the delisted |owrisk
subcat egory apply uniformy to all PCW facilities across
the nation. Today’'s final PCWP rule establishes a
basel ine | evel of em ssion reduction or a baseline |evel
of risk (for the lowrisk subcategory). All PCW
af fected sources are subject to these sane baseline
l evels, and all facilities have the same opportunity to
denmonstrate that they are part of the delisted |owrisk
subcategory. The criteria for the lowrisk subcategory

are not dependent on local air toxics prograns.
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Therefore, concerns regarding facilities noving to areas
of the country with | ess-stringent air toxics prograns
shoul d be alleviated.

Al t hough NATA may show neasurabl e concentrati ons of
toxic air pollution across the country, these data do not
suggest that PCWP facilities that do not contribute to
t he high exposures and risk should be included in MACT
regul ati ons, notw thstanding our authority under CAA
section 112(c)(9).

Comment: One commenter stated that the dockets for
the MACT proposals that contain the risk approaches nake
it clear that the White House O fice of Managenent and
Budget (OVB) and industry were the driving forces behind
t he appearance of these unl awful approaches in EPA s
proposal s. The comment er condemmed the industry-driven
agenda that it clained is being pronoted by the Wiite
House OMB.

A second commenter stated that the accusations that
EPA succunbed to industry |obbying and i nternal pressures
are entirely unfounded.

Response: We are required by Executive Order 12866 to
submt to OMB for review all proposed and fina

rul emaki ng packages that woul d have an annual effect on
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t he econony of $100 million or nore. The coments we
received fromOWB reflect their position that | owrisk
facilities do not warrant regul ation. However, the
commenter is incorrect in inplying that we have not
exerci sed our independent judgnment in addressing these
i ssues. Qur rationale for adopting the risk-based
approach in this PCWP rul emaking is that such an approach
is fully authorized under the CAA. This rule reflects
the EPA Adm nistrator’s appropriate use of discretion to
use CAA section 112(c)(9) to delist a lowrisk
subcat egory.
Ef fects on MACT program

Comment: Several commenters expressed concern about
the inmpact of a risk-based approach on the MACT program
Sonme commenters stated that the proposal to include risk-
based exenptions is contrary to the 1990 CAA Anendnents,
which calls for MACT standards based on technol ogy rather
than risk as a first step. The comrenters pointed out
t hat Congress incorporated the residual risk program
under CAA section 112(f) to follow the MACT standards,
not to replace them One commenter added that risk-based
approaches woul d be used separately to augnment and

i nprove technol ogy-based standards that do not adequately
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provi de protection to the public.

Anot her comment er believed that CAA section 112(d) (4)
and the regul atory precedent established in over 80 MACT
standards reject the inclusion of risk in the first phase
of the MACT standards process. The commenter argued that
the use of risk assessnment at this stage of the MACT
programis, in fact, directly opposed to title Ill of the
CAA.

Response: We disagree that inclusion of a low-risk
subcategory in today’'s final PCW rule is contrary to the
1990 CAA Anendnents. The PCWP MACT rule is a technol ogy-
based standard devel oped using the procedures dictated by
section 112 of the CAA. The only difference between
today’s final PCW rule and other MACT rules is that we
used our discretion under CAA sections 112(c)(1) and (9)
to subcategorize and delist lowrisk affected sources, in
addition to fulfilling our duties under CAA section
112(d) to set MACT. The CAA requires that categories or
subcat egori es nmeet specific risk criteria, and to
determne this, risk analyses may be used. We disagree
with the commenter that we nust wait for inplenmentation
of CAA section 112(f) before utilizing risk analysis in

this manner. We feel that today’'s final PCWP rule is
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particularly well-suited for a risk-based option because
of the specific pollutants that are emtted by PCWP
sources. For many affected sources, the pollutants are
emtted in amounts that pose little risk to the
surroundi ng popul ation. However, the cost of controlling
these pollutants is high, and may not be justified by
envi ronnental benefits for these lowrisk affected
sources. Only those PCW affected sources that
denonstrate that they are lowrisk are eligible for
inclusion in the delisted |lowrisk subcategory. The
criteria included in today' s final PCWP rule defining the
delisted lowrisk subcategory are based on sufficient
information to devel op health-protective estinmtes of
risk and will provide anple protection of human health
and the environnment.

I nclusion of a lowrisk subcategory in today’'s final
PCWP rul e does not alter the MACT programor affect the
schedul e for pronul gati on of the remai ni ng MACT
standards. W recogni ze that such provisions are only
appropriate for certain source categories, and our
deci si on-maki ng process required source category-specific
i nput from stakehol ders. The 10-year MACT st andards,

whi ch are now being conpleted, are the |last group of MACT
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standards currently planned for devel opnent, and for any
ri sk provisions to be useful, the provisions nust be
finalized in a timely manner.

Comment: Several commenters stated that the inclusion
of a risk-based approach woul d delay the MACT program
and/ or pronul gation of the PCWP MACT standard. [If the
proposed approaches are inserted into upcom ng standards,
the commenters feared the MACT program (which is already
far behind schedule) would be further del ayed.

One commenter stated that they were strongly opposed
to returning to the norass of risk-based analysis in an
attempt to preenpt the application of technol ogy-based
MACT standards and exenpt facilities. The comenter
stated that designing a risk-based anal ysis procedure
woul d al so take significant resources, as evidenced by
the fact that it took five plus pages in the Federal
Reqgi ster to discuss just the basic issues to be
considered in the analysis. The commenter indicated that
t he demand on governnent resources could cause a delay in
the application of MACT nationwi de. The comenter stated
t hat EPA shoul d al so consider the issue of fairness since
the rest of the industrial sector whose NESHAP have

al ready been pronul gated did not have a risk-based
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opti on.

Anot her comrenter stated that it is evident that the
proposed risk-based exenpti ons woul d require extensive
debate and review in order to launch, which would further
del ay pronul gation of the remai ni ng MACT standards. The
commenter stated that del ays could be exacerbated by
litigation follow ng | egal challenges to the rules, and
such delays would trigger the CAA section 112(j) MACT
hamrer provision, which would unnecessarily burden the
State and | ocal agencies and the industries. The
comment er concl uded that, obviously, further delay is
unacceptabl e. Another comenter agreed, stating that it
is inperative that EPA neet the new deadlines for
promul gating the final MACT standards.

Two commenters stated that EPA's proposal to
i nproperly incorporate risk assessnent into the
t echnol ogy- based standard process would cripple a MACT
program already in disarray. The comenters argued that
t he risk-based approach coul d exacerbate the delay in HAP
em ssions reductions required by CAA section 112. One
commenter noted that EPA's O fice of |Inspector General
recently found that EPA is nearly 2 years behind in

fulfilling its statutory responsibilities for
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i npl ementing Phase 1 MACT standards. According to the
commenter, this delay potentially harnms the public and
environment. The inclusion of risk-based exenptions in
10-year MACT standards would only further delay this
process. The other commenter noted that EPA | acks
adequat e em ssi ons and exposure data, source
characterization data, and health and ecol ogi cal effects
information to conduct this process anyway. This
comment er believed that the air toxics programis flawed
and failing to protect public health and the environnent
and argued that it was irresponsible for EPA to pursue a
der egul at ory agenda that would further weaken the
effectiveness of the air toxics program The commenter
not ed that EPA acknow edged the conplexity and del ays
associated with the proposed risk-based approaches in
deci ding not to adopt the approaches in the final BSCP
rule.

Response: We disagree that identification and
delisting of a lowrisk subcategory in today’s final PCWP
rule will alter the MACT program or affect the schedul e
for promul gati on of the remaini ng MACT st andards,
especially the PCWP MACT rule. In fact, it has not

caused such a delay for the final rule. W do not
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anticipate any further delays in conpleting the renaining
MACT standards. The delisting of a | owrisk subcategory
in today’'s final PCW rule affects only the PCWP rul e,
and not any ot her MACT standards.

We feel that the final PCW rule is particularly well-
suited for a risk-based option because of the specific
pol lutants that are emtted. For many affected sources,
the pollutants are emtted in anounts that pose little
risk to the surroundi ng popul ation. However, the cost of
controlling these pollutants is high and may not be
justified by environnental benefits for these |low-risk
facilities. Only those PCW affected sources that
denonstrate that they are lowrisk are eligible for
inclusion in the delisted |lowrisk subcategory. The
criteria defining the delisted |owrisk subcategory are
based on sufficient information to devel op heal t h-
protective estimates of risk and will provide anple
protection of human health and the environment.

The final PCWP NESHAP is being promul gated by the
February 2004 court-ordered deadline. Any delays in
i npl enentation of the final PCW NESHAP caused by | egal
chal | enges, which could and often do occur for any MACT

standard we promul gate without a risk-based approach, are
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beyond our control.
2. Legal authority
Section 112(d)(4) of the CAA

Comment: We received nmultiple comments stating that
CAA section 112(d)(4) provides EPA with authority to
excl ude sources that emt threshold pollutants from
regulation. W also received nultiple coments
di sagreei ng that CAA section 112(d)(4) can be interpreted
to allow exenptions for individual sources. Several
commenters supported the use of a CAA section 112(d)(4)
applicability cutoffs for both threshold and non-
t hreshol d poll utants.

Response: We feel that section 112(d)(4) does not
give us the authority to exenpt affected sources or
em ssion points from MACT |imtations on non-threshold
pol l utant em ssions. All PCW facilities emt
carci nogens (e.g., formal dehyde), that are currently
consi dered non-threshold pollutants. Therefore, we are
not using section 112(d)(4) authority to create risk-
based options for PCWP.

We are not setting a risk-based em ssion limt, but,
rather, we are using our CAA section 112(c)(9) authority

to delist affected sources that denonstrate they neet the
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ri sk and hazard criteria for being included in this | ow
ri sk subcat egory.

De minims

Comrent: Sone commenters attenpted to identify a
source of authority for risk-based approaches under the

de mnims doctrine articulated by appellate courts. The

commenters cited case | aw which they believe holds EPA

may exenpt de mnims sources of risk from MACT-1 eve

controls because the mandate of CAA section 112 is not
extraordinarily rigid and the exenption is consistent
with the CAA's health-protective purpose. The commenters
argued that CAA sections 112(c)(9) and 112(f)(2) indicate
t hat Congress considered a cancer risk below one in a

mllion to be de minims and, therefore, insufficient to

justify regul ati on under section 112. The comenters

stated that EPA' s exercise of de mnims authority has

wi t hstood judicial challenge, and that application of de
mnims authority is based on the degree of risk at
i ssue, not on the mass of em ssions to be regul at ed.

Ot her comenters argued that de mnim s authority does

not exist to create MACT exenptions on a
facility-by-facility or category-w de basis. The

commenters stated that EPA |lacks de mnims authority to
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del i st subcategories based on risk. The comenters
further noted that EPA has not reveal ed any

adm ni strative record justifying a de mnim s exenption,

to denonstrate that conpliance with MACT would yield a
gain of trivial or no val ue.

Response: W are not relying on de mnims principles

for today’s action, and therefore, do not need to respond
to these comments.
Section 112(c)(9) of the CAA

Comrent: Two commenters opposed using
subcat egori zation as a mechanismto exenpt facilities.
One of the commenters stated that subcategorization is a
tool that should be used in the standard setting process,
and using it to exenpt facilities would have a
detrinmental effect on the stringency of the MACT fl oor
and woul d generally degrade the standard. According to
t he commenter, the two-step subcategorization proposal is
i nconsi stent with how subcat egorization has been done in
nunmer ous previ ous NESHAP.

The other commenter argued that EPA's
subcat egori zation theories are unlawful. According to
the commenter, CAA section 112(c)(9) does not authorize

EPA to separate identical pollution sources into
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subcat egories that are regulated differently to weed out
low-risk facilities or reduce the scope/cost of the
standard. The commenter stated that subcategories based
solely on risk do not bear a reasonable relationship to
Congress’ technol ogy-based approach or the statutory
structure and purposes of CAA section 112, and are not
aut horized by the CAA. According to the comenter,
cat egories and subcategories are required to be
consistent with the categories of stationary sources in
CAA section 111. The comenter was not aware of any
instance in which EPA has established categories or
subcat egori es based on risk. The comenter stated that
EPA routinely defines subcategories based on equi pnent
characteristics (e.g., technical differences in em ssions
characteristics, processes, control device applicability,
or opportunities for P2). According to the commenter,
EPA has not offered any explanation for why
reinterpreting the statute to ignore nearly 12 years of
settled practices and expectati ons under the MACT program
is reasonabl e, nor why reducing the applicability of HAP
em ssion standards serves Congress’s goals in enacting
the 1990 CAA Anendnents.

The commenter noted that EPA' s di scussion of the
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ri sk-based exenptions was contained in a preanble section
entitled, “Can We Achieve the Goals of the Proposed Rule
in a Less Costly Manner,” which strongly suggests that
EPA's notivation for considering these risk-based
approaches is consideration of cost. The comenter cited
prior EPA docunentation and stated that EPA in the past
has rejected the notion that cost should influence MACT
determ nation, and this prior, consistently applied
interpretation better serves the purposes of CAA section
112. The commenter argued that subcategorizing to set a
no-control MACT floor is the sanme as refusing to set a
MACT standard because the benefits woul d be negligible,
whi ch i s unl awf ul .

The commenter also stated that CAA section
112(c)(9)(B) (i) does not authorize EPA to delist
subcategories. According to the commenter, section
112(c)(9)(B) contains two subsections: subsection (i)
refers only to categories, and subsection (ii) refers to
bot h categories and subcategories. The comenter argued
that the absence of the term “subcategories” in section
112(c)(9)(B) (i) indicates a Congressional choice not to
permt the Adm nistrator to delist subcategories of

sources under section 112(c)(9)(B). The commenter stated
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that this is consistent with Congress’ decision to
require a higher standard to delist categories that emt
carci nogens. According to the comenter, the section
112(c)(9)(B)(ii) requirenment of less than one in a
mllion lifetime cancer risk for the npst exposed
i ndividual is a higher and nore specific standard than
the standard for other HAP.

To the contrary, two commenters stated that EPA has
anpl e authority under CAA sections 112(c)(1) and
112(c)(9) to create and delist lowrisk categories or
subcat egories. According to the comenters, section
112(c) (1) provides the Adm nistrator with significant
flexibility to create categories and subcategories as
needed to i nplement CAA section 112. One commenter
stated that there is nothing in the statute that limts
the criteria the Adm nistrator can use in establishing
categories and subcategories. The comenter added that
there is also nothing in the history of EPA s
interpretation of section 112(c) that precludes
subcat egori zati on based on risk. In addition, EPA has
stated that em ssion characteristics are factors to be
consi dered when defining categories.

The commenter stated that application of statutory
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authority to exclude sources fromregul ati on under
section 112(d)(3) is also supported by rel evant case | aw,

e.g., in the Vinyl Chloride case. (NRDC v. EPA, 824 F.2D

1126 (D.C. Cir. 1987)) According to the commenter, the
court in that case established a range of acceptable

| evels of risk in establishing limts under prior

| anguage in section 112, and the establishnent of an
acceptable Il evel of risk could be used to create a | ow
ri sk subcategory that could be delisted. The comenter
stated that technol ogical or operational differences
anong sources may al so help discrimnate between | ow-ri sk
and high-risk sources. The commenter stated that
effective use of section 112(c)(1) authority to create
ri sk-based subcategories would significantly inprove the
cost-effectiveness of the section 112 program w t hout
undermning its role in protecting public health and the
envi ronnent .

Both commenters noted that CAA section 112(c)(9)(B)
provi des EPA with broad authority to renove from MACT
applicability those categories and subcat egories of
facilities whose HAP em ssions are sufficiently low as to
denonstrate a cancer risk less than one in a mllion to

t he nost exposed individual in the population (for non-
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t hreshol d carci nogens) and no adverse environnmental or
public health effect (for threshold HAP). (The commenter
asserted that Congress used the terns category and

subcat egory i nterchangeably, indicating that either one
can be delisted.) One commenter suggested that sources
able to denmonstrate a basis for inclusion in the delisted
category on a case-by-case basis would then be exenpted
fromthe MACT, subject to possible federally-enforceable
condi tions designed by EPA. The commenter stated that

t he new category could include the follow ng: al
lowrisk facilities, facilities produci ng wood products
found to pose no expected risk to human health (i.e.,
fiberboard, nediumdensity fiberboard and pl ywood),
facilities with acrolein em ssions below a certain
threshold, or facilities selected on the basis of sone
other risk criterion. The commenter suggested that the

| ow-risk category be included in the final rule and
delisted within 6 nonths follow ng publication of the
final rule. The delisting notices would designate health
benchmarks and facilities would be required to submt
evidence (e.g., tiered dispersion nodeling) denonstrating
that their em ssions result in exposures that fall bel ow

t he benchmarks. Followi ng delisting of the category, an



257

affected source could apply to EPA for a determ nation
that it qualifies for inclusion in the lowrisk category.
After evaluating the source’s petition, EPA would issue a
witten determ nation of applicability based on the
petition that would be binding on the permtting
authority (unless the petition was found to contain
significant errors or om ssions) and appeal able by the
af fected source or interested parties. The EPA could
require all facilities that qualify for inclusion in the
delisted category to conply with federally-enforceable
conditions, simlar to the conditions established in
permts for synthetic m nor sources (e.g., limts on
potential to emt, production limts).

The commenter al so responded to objections regarding
t he subcategorization and delisting of |lowrisk
facilities. The commenter stated that the contrasting of
the terns category and subcategory offered a distinction
that in no way limted EPA's authority to delist |lowrisk
facilities. According to the comenter, the argunent
t hat EPA cannot create subcategories based on risk is
contradi cted by the statutory | anguage, which expressly
states that the categories and subcategori es EPA creates

under CAA section 112 need not match those created under
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CAA section 111. Furthernore, prior EPA statenents do
nothing to detract from EPA's broad discretion to
establish categories and subcategories. The
subcat egori zation factors previously discussed by EPA
justify subcategorization based on risk. The authority
cited by one comenter does not establish that EPA' s
di scretion to alter subcategorization is |[imted in any
way, and even if it were, EPA is not bound by any prior
position. The argunents that EPA may not deli st
subcat egories for carcinogens (or sources emtting
carcinogens) rest on a formalistic distinction that EPA
previously has rejected as neani ngl ess, and that, at any
rate, can be renedied with a sinple recasting of a
subcategory as a category. The commenter stated that
doing so is undisputedly within EPA' s authority.

Three commenters addressed the issue of
subcat egori zing PCWP facilities based on characteristics
ot her than risk. One commenter stated that the only
option that appears consistent with the CAA, does not
create excessive work for State and | ocal agencies, and
may be able to be based on science, is the
subcat egori zati on and delisting approach. However, the

comment er added that the subcategories should be based on



259

equi pnment or fuel use, not risk. The comenter stated
that a subcategory based on site-specific risk creates a
circular definition and does not make sense. The
commenter also stated that subcategory delisting should
occur before the conpliance date so that facilities do
not put off conpliance in the hope or anticipation of
del i sting.

The second commenter stated that EPA requested comrent
on the establishnment of PCWP subcategories ostensibly
based on physical and operational characteristics, but in
reality based on risk. According to the commenter, this
i ndi rect approach is just a variation on the approach
(direct reliance on risk) that it clainms EPA itself notes
woul d di srupt and weaken establishment of MACT fl oors,
and is accordingly unlawful. The comenter stated that,
even if these approaches were |awful, to the extent that
EPA’ s proposal could be read to suggest that facilities
could be allowed to becone part of the allegedly |Iowrisk
subcategory in the future w thout additional EPA
rul emaki ng, this too would be unlawful. According to the
comment er, CAA section 112(c)(9) provides the EPA
Adm ni strator alone the authority to nake delisting

determ nati ons, and such authority may not be del egated
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to other governnent authorities or private parties. The
commenter stated that EPA s proposal suggests an approach
entirely backward fromthe statute-all ow ng sources to
denonstrate after-the-fact that they belong in a
subcat egory that has been delisted under section
112(c)(9), when the statute requires that EPA determ ne
that no source in the category emts cancer-causi ng HAP
above specified levels, or that no source in the category
or subcategory emt non-carci nogenic HAP above specified
| evel s, by the tine EPA establishes the standard. The
commenter stated that EPA has provided no explanation of
how t he suggested approaches would be | awful or workable.

The third commenter indicated that lowrisk is an
adequat e and appropriate criterion for categorization.
The comment er di sagreed that EPA should create and deli st
categories on a technol ogy basis when the intent is
delisting of lowrisk facilities. The commenter believed
t hat seeking a technol ogy-based surrogate for risk is
unnecessary within the statutory framework. The

commenter noted that the Congressional intent was “to
avoid regul atory costs which would be wi thout public
health benefit.” (S. Rep. No. 228, 101st Cong., 1st.

Sess. 175-6 (1990)) Neverthel ess, the commenter
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descri bed sonme technol ogy-based criteria that they
bel i eved could be used to develop | owrisk groups of PCWP
facilities.

Four comrenters addressed the inpact that creation of
a lowrisk subcategory under CAA section 112(c)(9) could
have on the establishment of MACT floors for the PCW
category. Two comenters argued that such
subcat egori zati on woul d have a negative effect. One
commenter stated that this situation provided a valid
reason for EPA not to mi x risk-based and technol ogy- based
st andards devel opnent. The commenter added that EPA al so
did not address how the “once in, always in” policy would
apply in such a situation. The other comenter stated
that this situation was another conpelling reason why the
suggested section 112(c)(9) subcategorization approach
was unl awful and arbitrary. The commenter stated that
the flaw was so obvious, inherent, and contrary to the
MACT fl oor provisions of CAA section 112 and its
| egislative history, that it proves the undoing of the
suggested section 112(c)(9) exenption. According to the
comment er, EPA cannot sinultaneously exercise its source
category delisting authority consistent with section

112(c)(9), establish appropriate MACT fl oors under CAA
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section 112(d), and establish subcategory exenptions in
t he manner suggested by EPA, because the |atter approach
contravenes both section 112(c)(9) and the section 112(d)
floor-setting process. The commenter stated that CAA
section 112's major source thresholds and statutory
deadl i nes make clear that sources neeting MACT by the
time EPA is required to issue MACT standards nust install
MACT controls and may not subsequently throw them off or
be relieved fromneeting the MACT-I evel standards. Wile
the CAA section 112(f) residual risk process all ows EPA
to establish nore stringent em ssions standards, there is
nothing in the CAA that suggests EPA possesses authority
to relax pronul gated MACT standards.

The third commenter indicated that dilution of the
MACT fl oor would not occur if lowrisk category delisting
occurred as follows: (1) propose lowrisk category with
final PCWP rule, (2) promulgate lowrisk category 6
nmont hs after proposal, and (3) delist facilities prior to
MACT conpliance deadline. |f EPA issued the final PCWP
rul e-t hereby setting the MACT fl oor-before it all owed
af fected sources to apply for inclusion in the |ow-risk
category to be delisted, then every affected source would

be considered in the establishment of the MACT fl oor.
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Thus, as a result of this timng, the MACT floor could
not be diluted because no sources would be exenpted from
MACT before the MACT floor is set.

The fourth commenter believed that a MACT fl oor
reeval uati on woul d be appropriate and would further
ensure that only facilities posing significant risk are
required to install expensive controls.

Response: W feel that establishing a | owrisk PCW
subcat egory under CAA section 112(c)(1) and deleting that
subcat egory under CAA section 112(c)(9) best bal ances
Congress’ dual concerns that categories and subcategories
of maj or sources of HAP be subject to technol ogy-based
(and possible future risk-based) em ssion standards, but
t hat undue burdens not be placed on groups of sources
within the PCW source category whose HAP em ssions are
denonstrated to present little risk to public health and
the environment. We do not contend that the CAA
specifically directs us to establish categories and
subcat egori es of HAP sources based on risk, and we
recogni ze that, at the time of the 1990 CAA Anendnents,
Congress may have assuned that we woul d generally base
cat egories and subcategories on the traditional

t echnol ogi cal, process, output, and product factors that
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had been considered under CAA section 111. However, when
properly considered, it becones apparent that Congress
did not intend the unduly restrictive—and consequently
over-regul atory-readi ng of the CAA that sonme comenters
urge regarding lowrisk PCW facilities.

Numer ous CAA section 112 provisions evidence Congress’
intent that we be able to find that sources, such as
those in the PCWP cat egory whose HAP em ssions are bel ow
identified risk levels, should not necessarily be subject
to MACT. These provisions, together wth other
i ndi cati ons of Congressional intent regarding the goals
of section 112, nust all be considered in determ ning
whet her we may base a PCWP subcat egory on risk and deli st
that group of sources, wi thout requiring additional HAP
regul ati on that woul d be redundant for purposes of
nmeeti ng Congress’ risk-based goals.

While it is true that CAA section 112(c)(1) provides
that “[t]o the extent practicable, the categories and
subcat egories listed under this subsection shall be
consistent with the |list of source categories established
pursuant to section 111 and part C[,]” the provision also
states that “[n]Jothing in the preceding sentence lints

the Adm nistrator’s authority to establish subcategories
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under this section, as appropriate.” Therefore, by its
plain ternms, section 112(c)(1) does not preclude basing
subcategories on criteria other than those traditionally
used under section 111 before 1990, or those used after
1990 for sections 111 and 112. Moreover, while after
1990 we have principally used the traditional criteria to
define categories and subcategories, such use in genera
does not restrict how we may define a subcategory in a
specific case, “as appropriate,” since each HAP-em tting

i ndustry presents its own unique situation and factors to

be considered. (See, e.g., Sierra Club v. EPA, D.C. Cir.
No. 02-1253, 2004 U.S. App. LEXIS 348 (decided Jan. 13,
2004) .)

Even assumi ng for argunent that the | anguage of
section 112(c)(1) may initially appear to restrict our
authority to define subcategories, section 112(c) (1)
cannot be read in isolation. A broad review of the
entire text, structure, and purpose of the statute, as
wel | as Congressional intent shows that, applied within
the context of CAA section 112(c)(9), our approach of
defining a lowrisk subcategory of PCW affected sources
is reasonable, at the very least as a way to reconcile

t he possible tension between the arguably restrictive
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| anguage of section 112(c)(1) and the Congressional
i ntent behind section 112(c)(9). (See, e.g., Virginia v.
Browner, 80 F.3d 869, 879 (4!h Cir. 1996).)
Alternatively, even if the |language is clear on its face
in restricting our ability to define subcategories, we
feel that, as a matter of historical fact, Congress could
not have meant what the commenter asserts it appears to
have said, and that as a matter of |ogic and statutory
structure, it alnost surely could not have neant it.

(See, e.g., Engine Mrs. Ass’'n v. EPA, 88 F.3d 1075, 1089

(D.C. Cir. 1996).)

Qur interpretation of the CAAis a reasonable
accommodation of the statutory | anguage and Congressi onal
intent regarding the relationship of the statutory
cat egori zati on and subcat egori zation, delisting, MACT and
residual risk provisions that apply to the PCW category.
This becones clear in light of the issue addressed by
commenters, which is whether we may deli st a subcategory
of lowrisk PCW affected sources only if such a group of
sources is defined by criteria we have traditionally used
to define categories and subcategories for regul atory,
rat her than delisting purposes. Qur approach inplenents

Congressional intent to avoid the over-regulatory result
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that flows froman overly rigid reading of the CAA. \Wen
the CAAis read as a whole, it is apparent that
Congress—which in 1990 likely did not fully anticipate
the policy considerations that come into play in
regul ati ng HAP em ssions from PCWP affected sources—has
not spoken clearly on the precise issue. OQur
interpretation is necessary to fill this statutory gap
and prevent the thwarting of Congressional intent not to
unnecessarily burden lowrisk PCW facilities by forcing
themto neet stringent MACT controls when they already
meet the risk-based goals of section 112. CQur
interpretation thus |ends symmetry and coherence to the
statutory schene.

While we do not feel that CAA section 112(c)(1)
actually restricts our authority to establish a |owrisk
PCWP subcat egory, even if the |language is so restrictive,
it must be read within the context of Congress’ purpose
in allowng us to delist categories and subcat egories of
| ow-risk sources that are defined according to the
traditional criteria under CAA section 111. It is beyond
di spute that Congress determ ned that certain
identifiable groups or sets of sources nmay be delisted

if, as a group and without a single constituent source’'s
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exception, they are below the enunerated eligibility
criteria of CAA section 112(c)(9). There is no apparent
reason why such a group or set of sources nust be limted
to those defined by traditional categorization or
subcat egori zation criteria. This is because, first,
Congress in section 112(c)(1) clearly did not absolutely
prohi bit us from basing categories and subcategories on
other criteria generally; and, second, the underlying
characteristic of an eligible set or group of sources
under section 112(c)(9)-that no source in the set or
group presents risks above the enunerated | evel s—can be
appl i ed under several approaches to defining categories
and subcategories and is not dependent upon such set or
group being traditionally defined in order to inplenent
t he purpose of section 112(c)(9). Put another way, there
is nothing apparent in the statute that precludes us from
delisting a discernible set of lowrisk PCW affected
sources just because that set cannot al so be defined
according to other traditional criteria that have nothing
to do with the question of whether each of the
constituent PCW, affected sources is lowrisk. As a
matter of logic and statutory structure, Congress al nost

surely could not have neant to require that every
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identifiable group of Iowrisk PCW affected sources, no
matter how | arge in nunber or in percentage with respect
to higher-risk affected sources in the PCWP category,
must remain subject to CAA section 112, sinply because
t hat group could not be subcategorized as separate from
the higher risk PCWP affected sources by application of
traditional subcategorization criteria.

Wher e Congress squarely confronted the issue, it
explicitly provided relief for categories and
subcat egories, defined by traditional criteria, that also
happen to present little risk. (See CAA sections
112(d) (4), 112(c)(9), and 112(f)(2).) These CAA
provi si ons addressing risk-based relief from or
threshol ds for, HAP em ssions regul ation evidence
Congressional concern that the effects of such pollution
be taken into account, where appropriate, in determ ning
whet her regul ati on under CAA section 112 is necessary.
At the time of the 1990 Amendnents, Congress did not
consider it necessary to provide express relief for
addi ti onal groups such as lowrisk PCW facilities,
beyond those defined by traditional category and
subcategory criteria, because it assunmed we coul d

i npl ement a conprehensive regulatory schenme for air
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toxics that would both address situations where
t echnol ogy- based standards were needed to reduce source
HAP em ssions to | evels closer to the risk-based goals of
section 112, and avoid unnecessary inposition of
t echnol ogy- based requirenments on groups of sources that
were al ready neeting those goals. Congress enacted or
revised various CAA air toxics provisions — including
sections 112(c), (d) and (f) — to that end. Had events
unfolded in that anticipated fashion, in the case of each
i ndustrial category and subcategory, there would have
been a perfect correlation between the traditional
criteria for defining categories and subcategories and
the facts show ng whet her those groups are either high-
or lowrisk HAP sources.

This context turned out to be nore conplex than
Congress anticipated, and in the case of PCW facilities
there is no clear differentiation between high- versus
| ow-ri sk sources that corresponds to our traditional
approach for identifying source categories and
subcategories. Nevertheless, as in the case of a | ow
ri sk source group defined by traditional category or
subcategory criteria, for the PCWP industry, we are able

to identify a significant group of sources whose HAP
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em ssions pose little risk to public health and the
envi ronnent, applying the same section 112(c)(9)
delisting criteria that would apply to any traditionally-
defi ned source group. We feel it is reasonable to
concl ude that Congress would not have intended to over-
regulate the lowrisk PCW affected sources due to the
inability to define such a group by traditional criteria
and thereby frustrate the coherent scheme Congress set
forth of ensuring that HAP sources ultimately neet conmon
ri sk-based goal s under section 112.

The commenter’s assertion that we are inappropriately
altering our interpretation of the applicable statutory
provi si ons and departing fromthe traditional
cat egori zati on and subcategorization criteria in
addressing lowrisk PCWP facilities is thus unfounded.

As expl ai ned above, the conplexity of the air toxics
probl em and the rel ati onship between the traditional
criteria and what m ght be groups of lowrisk sources, a
context not fully understood by either Congress or EPA at
the time of the 1990 Anmendnents, provi des adequate
justification for any unique applications of the our
approach for lowrisk PCW facilities.

Our approach does not equate to one that Congress
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consi dered and rejected that would have all owed source-
by- source exenptions from MACT based on i ndividualized
denonstrations that such sources are lowrisk. This is
because, contrary to that approach, we rely upon the
application of specific eligibility criteria that are
defined in advance of any source’ s application to be
included in the lowrisk PCW subcategory, in nmuch the
sane way as any other applicability determ nati on process
wor ks. Moreover, in response to the assertion that our
approach nevertheless conflicts with |egislative history
rejecting a simlar (but not identical) approach Congress
consi dered under CAA section 112, this legislative
hi story is not substantive |legislative history
denonstrating that Congress voted against relief from
MACT in this situation-there is no such history. The
commenters point to a provision in the House bill that
was not enacted but that would have provided in certain
situations for case-by-case exenptions for |lowrisk
sources. There is no evidence that this provision was
ever debated, considered, or voted upon, so its not being
enacted is not probative of congressional intent
concerning our ability to identify and delist a group of

low-ri sk PCWP af fected sources. Instead, it is
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reasonabl e to assune that, had Congress been aware in
1990 of the possibility that an identifiable group of
PCW, affected sources is low risk, while that group does
not correspond to traditional criteria differentiating
cat egori es and subcat egori es, Congress woul d have
expressly, rather than inplicitly, authorized our action
here.

Mor eover, the commenters are unable to cite any
provision in CAA section 112 that would prevent us from
bei ng able to add individual or additional groups of |ow
risk PCWP affected sources to the group we initially
identify in our final delisting action, as those
addi tional lowrisk PCW affected sources prove their
eligibility for inclusion in the delisted group over
time. In fact, the approach we are taking for
identifying additional |lowrisk PCW affected sources is
fully consistent with the approach we have |ong taken in
identifying, on a case-by-case basis and subject to
appropriate review, whether individual sources are
menbers of a category or subcategory subject to standards
adopt ed under CAA sections 111 and 112.

Regardi ng the comment that Congress did not expressly

provide relief for carcinogen-emtting |owrisk groups of
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sources within the PCW category other than as an entire
category, we construe the provisions of CAA section
112(c)(9) to apply to listed subcategories as well as to
categories. This construction is logical in the context
of the general regulatory schene established by the
statute, and it is the nost reasonabl e one because
section 112(c)(9)(B)(ii) expressly refers to
subcategories. Under a literal reading of section
112(c)(9)(B), no subcategory could ever be delisted,
notw t hstandi ng the explicit reference to subcategories,
since the introductory | anguage of section 112(c)(9)(B)
provi des explicit authority to only delist categories.
Such a readi ng makes no sense, at the very | east because
Congress plainly assumed we m ght also delist another
coll ection of sources besides either categories or
subcat egories, even in the case of sources of

carci nogens. Both sections 112(c)(9)(B)(i) and (ii)
refer additionally to groups of sources in the case of
area sources as being eligible for delisting, even though
only a category of sources is specifically identified as
eligible for delisting in the introductory | anguage of
section 112(c)(9)(B). In light of the broader

congressi onal purpose behind the delisting authority, we
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interpret the absence of explicit references to
subcategories in this introductory | anguage and in
section 112(c)(9)(B)(i) as representing nothing nore than
a drafting error.

Regardi ng the comments about establishing PCW
subcat egori es based on characteristics other than risk
the criteria for the lowrisk subcategory we are
delisting are based solely on risk and not on
technol ogi cal differences in equipnment or em ssions. W
perfornmed an analysis to determ ne which major source
PCW, affected sources may be lowrisk affected sources.
Whet her affected sources are low risk or not depends on
the affected source HAP em ssions; and affected source
HAP eni ssions are a function of the type and anmount of
product (s) produced, the type of process units (e.g.,
direct-fired versus indirect-fired dryers) used to
produce the product, and the em ssion control systens in
pl ace. Qur analysis indicates that the affected sources
whi ch show |l ow ri sk could include affected sources
produci ng vari ous products such as particl eboard, nol ded
particl eboard, nmedium density fiberboard, softwood
pl ywood, softwood veneer, fiberboard, engi neered wood

products, hardboard, and oriented strandboard. However,
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there are al so major sources that produce these products
that are not low risk, and, therefore, product type
cannot be used to define the |owrisk subcategory. There
is no correlation between production rate and | ow-ri sk
affected sources (e.g., when affected sources are sorted
by production rate for their product, the lowrisk

af fected sources are not always at the Iower end of the
production rate range), so production rate cannot be used
as criteria for defining the |owrisk subcategory. The
low-risk affected sources use a variety of process

equi pnrent (e.g., veneer dryers at softwood plywood plants
and tube dryer at MDF plants). This sanme equipnent is
used at PCWP plants that are not |low risk, and,

therefore, there is no process unit type distinction that
can be used to define the lowrisk subcategory. The

pol lutant that drives the risk estimte can vary from
affected source to affected source because of the
different types of process units at each affected source.
There is no clear distinction anong |owrisk and non-I| ow-
ri sk affected sources when ranked by emn ssions of

i ndi vi dual pollutants because of other factors that
contribute to affected source risk such as presence of a

co-located PCW facility or variability in the pollutants
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emtted. Thus, there is no em ssions distinction that
can be used to define the lowrisk subcategory. There is
no technol ogi cal basis for creating a subcategory of PCWP
af fected sources that are low risk. The commonality
between all of the lowrisk PCW affected sources is that
they are low risk, and, therefore, we have established
the lowrisk subcategory based on risk

We do not agree with the comenters’ assertions that
our approach for the lowrisk PCW subcategory underm nes
our ability to identify the MACT floor for the | arger
PCWP category, either in today’'s final PCW rule or in
any future consideration of technol ogical devel opnment
under CAA section 112(d)(6). This is because, while | ow
risk PCWP affected sources will literally be part of a
separate subcategory, there is nothing in the CAA that
prevents us fromincluding themin any consideration of
what represents the best controlled simlar source in the
new source MACT fl oor context, and because it is not
unprecedented for us to | ook outside the rel evant
category or subcategory in identifying the average
em ssion limtation achieved by the best controlled
exi sting sources if doing so enables us to best estimte

what the relevant existing sources have achieved. In
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fact, EPA has taken this very approach in the Industrial
Boil ers MACT rul emaking, in order to identify the MACT
floor for mercury em ssions. Moreover, the unique issues
presented by the lowrisk PCW subcategory show that it
woul d be unreasonabl e to exclude any better-perform ng
| ow-ri sk PCWP sources fromthe MACT fl oor pool for the
| arger PCWP category. Traditionally, EPA has based
cat egori es and subcategories partly on determ nations of
what pollution control measures can be applied to the
rel evant groups of sources in order to effectively and
achi evably reduce HAP. In other words, EPA has
identified subcategories for purposes of identifying the
MACT floor in a way that accounts for the differences of
sources types in their abilities to control HAP
em ssions. But whether a PCW source is a |low-risk
source does not necessarily turn on such a distinction —
two sources m ght have identical abilities to control HAP
em ssions, but the unique circunstances of one source
regarding the inpacts of its HAP em ssions will determ ne
whet her or not it is a lowrisk PCW source. (In fact,
it is theoretically possible that between two sources the
better performng source will be a high-risk source, and

the worse-performng source will be a lowrisk source,
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based on circunstances that are unrelated to the question
of what abilities the sources have to control HAP
em ssions through application of MACT, such as the
sources’ locations vis a vis exposed human popul ati ons.)
Therefore, EPA feels that not only is it appropriate to
i nclude any better-performng |low risk PCW sources in
the MACT fl oor determ nations for the |arger PCW
cat egory, but that excluding such sources sinply based on
t he uni que facts of the inpacts of their em ssions, wth
there being no difference in the abilities of high-risk
and | owrisk sources to apply HAP em ssion control
measures, could result in an undesirabl e weakening of the
MACT floor for the |arger PCWP category. To that end,
the MACT fl oors established for PCW process units today
are in no way affected by our establishnment of the | ow-
ri sk PCWP subcat egory.

Finally, we disagree with the argunment by one
commenter that the | owrisk PCW subcategory approach
represents an inperm ssible cost-based exenption from
MACT or factor in determining MACT. Certainly it is true
that costs may not be considered in setting the MACT
floor. However, there is nothing in the CAA that

prevents us fromnoting the cost inpacts, beneficial or
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adverse, of our actions in setting MACT fl oors, assessing
possi bl e beyond-the-fl oor measures, or conducting risk-
based actions under CAA section 112. |In fact, we
routinely evaluate the costs of our regul atory actions,
even when cost factors may not be used to influence the
regul atory decision itself, in order to conply with
applicabl e Executive Order and statutory adm nistrative
review requirenments. Sinply because there is a cost
benefit to some nmenbers of the PCW category in our
establishing a lowrisk PCW subcategory does not make
that action inperm ssible, provided that our
subcat egori zati on and delisting are otherw se properly
based on the appropriate risk-based criteria under CAA
section 112(c)(9). Section 112 by its own terns does not
forbid the goal of achieving environnental protection in
a less costly manner. Simlarly, it is appropriate for
EPA to note the beneficial air pollution-related inpacts
of not requiring lowrisk PCWP sources to, for exanple,
install criteria pollutant em ssion-produci ng RTCs.
While it is true that such air quality-related inpacts
could not constitute non-air quality health and
envi ronnental inmpacts that EPA nust consider when setting

MACT under CAA section 112(d)(2), nothing in the CAA
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prevents EPA from taking account of such inpacts in
developing its policy regarding whether it is appropriate
to delist a subcategory under section 112(c)(9) when that
subcat egory otherwi se neets the statutory criteria for
delisting. Therefore, EPA does not agree with commenters
who claimthat its approach to delisting the low risk
PCWP subcategory conflicts with how it has argued issues

regarding either de mnims authority, cost-based

exenptions from MACT, or the treatment of non-air quality
i npacts and the consideration of risk in setting the
actual MACT standard before the U S. Court of Appeals for
the D.C. Circuit. Nor does our approach contravene any
of that Court’s rulings on these issues.
3. Criteria for denonstrating |low risk
Dose-response val ues

Comrent: Two commenters suggested that EPA
incorporate into the PCWP rule the findings of the
nati onwi de wood products risk assessnment, which they
cl ai m denonstrates that the vast magjority of wood
products sources cause no meaningful risk to human health
or the environment at current em ssion levels. The
commenters stated that the risk assessnment used exi sting

air dispersion nodeling studies of 34 wood products
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facilities throughout the U S. to estimte the maxi num
annual off-site HAP concentrati ons at wood products
facilities nationwi de. According to the commenters, the
ri sk assessnent indicates that |arge subgroups of
facilities that are affected sources under the PCW rule
as proposed (i.e., fiberboard, mediumdensity fiberboard,
and plywood facilities) generally are expected to pose
insignificant risks to human health, based on a
conparison of predicted off-site concentrations with
appl i cabl e health benchmarks. One of the comenters
stated that many of the facilities with ow off-site
concentrations will likely be smaller plants that woul d
not be able to justify installation of (additional)

em ssion controls and may face closure without a risk-
based conpliance option. The other commenter stated that
a conparison of off-site concentrations of fornaldehyde
and acet al dehyde with benchmarks refl ecting the | atest

t oxi col ogi cal evidence indicates that exposures to those
HAP are well below |l evels of concern. Acrolein was the
only HAP with potential exposures at sone affected
sources (i.e., subset of fiberboard, nmedium density

fi berboard and pl ywood affected sources) that exceeded

t he health benchmark. However, the comenter stated that
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the acrolein findings may not represent an actual risk to
human heal th because exceedences of the benchmark nmay be
attri butable to EPA averaging a | arge nunber of
non-detects at one-half the detection I[imt, thereby
artificially increasing predicted acrolein em ssions.
Based on these overall findings, the comenter concluded
that the wood products risk assessnent indicates that
i nci nerator control is not warranted on the basis of
human health concerns for a |arge nunmber of facilities.

Response: We acknow edge receipt of the industry-
sponsored nationwi de wood products MACT risk assessnent
submtted by the comenter. However, we conducted our
own risk analysis to evaluate the nmerits of including and
delisting a lowrisk subcategory in today’s final PCW
rule. The nmethodol ogy used in our risk analysis differed
wi dely fromthe nethodol ogy used in industry’s risk
assessnment. For exanple, industry’'s risk assessnment was
based on previously conducted air dispersion nodeling
studies for 34 PCWP facilities, while our analysis used
enm ssion estinmates devel oped for each PCW affected
source expected to be a mmjor source of HAP. W used
different (generally nore protective) human health

benchmarks in our risk assessnent than were used in
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industry’s risk assessnent. W also considered all HAP
(i ncluding netal HAP) in our risk analysis, whereas
industry’s risk assessnment considered only nethanol,
f or mal dehyde, acetal dehyde, acrol ein, phenol, and
propi onal dehyde.

Based on our risk analysis, we conclude that HAP
em ssions fromsome PCWP affected sources pose little
risk to human health and the environnent. Therefore, we
have i ncluded a subcategory of lowrisk PCW affected
sources in today’'s final PCWP rule, and are delisting
t hat subcategory. Appendix B to subpart DDDD of 40 CFR
part 63 includes procedures that facilities nmay use to
denmonstrate that they are part of the delisted |ow-risk
subcat egory, and, therefore, are not subject to the
conpliance options included in today’'s final PCW MACT
rule. To denonstrate eligibility for the lowrisk
subcat egory, facilities nust first conduct em ssions
testing for up to 13 HAP (five organic HAP from al
process units, seven netal HAP fromdirect-fired process
units, and MDI from presses processing product containing
MDI resin). The rationale for selection of these 13 HAP
is described el sewhere in this section and in the

supporting docunentation for the final rule. Facilities
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must use the results fromem ssions testing to
prelimnarily denmonstrate, subject to EPA approval, that
they are part of the lowrisk subcategory using either a
| ook-up table analysis (based on the | ook-up tables
i ncluded in appendix B to subpart DDDD of 40 CFR part 63)
or site-specific risk assessnment nethodol ogy (descri bed
in appendix B to subpart DDDD of 40 CFR part 63 and ot her
anal ytical tools, such as the “Air Toxics Ri sk Assessnent
Ref erence Library” if appropriate for the specific
source) and risk benchmarks (described in appendix B to
subpart DDDD of 40 CFR part 63).

Regardi ng acrolein, the commenter is correct in that,
when devel opi ng AP-42 em ssion factors, we used a val ue
of one-half the detection limt for all non-detect sanple
runs if acrolein was detected in any sanple runs fromthe
appl i cabl e source category. Acrolein has been detected
in process unit em ssions fromall sectors of the PCW
i ndustry, except for hardwood plywood manufacturing.

When using em ssion factors to estimate em ssions from
PCWpP facilities, we did not estimate em ssions of a
pol l utant when all of the em ssions test runs were non-
detect. However, we did use em ssion factors that

i ncluded a m xture of detectable values and val ues based
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on one-half of the nethod detection |imt (MDL) when
acrolein was detected at |east once for a particular type
of process unit. We maintain that this approach to
handl i ng non-detects is appropriate for the purposes that
we used the em ssions data. Facilities will conduct
em ssions tests instead of using em ssion factors to
denonstrate eligibility for the lowrisk subcategory. To
prevent facilities fromincluding HAP that are not
detected in their lowrisk denonstrations, appendix B to
subpart DDDD of 40 CFR part 63 states that facilities my
use zero for non-detects when all of the em ssion test
runs are below the MDL, provided that certain criteria
are nmet to ensure that em ssions testing and anal ysis
procedures are adequate to detect | ow concentrations of
HAP.

Comment: One commenter stated that CAA section
112(d)(4) is particularly ill-suited to the PCW and
i ndustrial boiler source categories. The commenter
stated that, even if EPA had authority to create
i ndi vi dual i zed MACT exenptions based on health
thresholds, it could not do so if there is insufficient
evidence on the pollutants emtted to establish a NOEL.

According to the commenter, section 112(d)(4) does not
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apply for chemcals that do not have a well-defined
t hreshol d based on reliable science. The commenter
stated that avail able evidence does not establish a no-
effect threshold for acetal dehyde, acrolein, benzene,
carbon tetrachloride, chloroform formaldehyde,
manganese, nethyl ene chloride, and phenol. As rationale,
the commenter presented a summary of the avail able health
effects data for each of these pollutants.

Response: As stated elsewhere in this preanble, we
are not pursuing establishment of a threshold em ssion
rate for the PCWP source category under CAA section
112(d)(4) because PCWP affected sources emt non-
threshold pollutants. Therefore, this comment is
irrelevant in the context of the PCWP rule. Conments
pertaining to the Industrial/Comrercial/lnstitutional
Boil ers and Process Heaters NESHAP are addressed in the
comment -response docunent for that rule. (See Docket ID
No. OAR-2002-0058.)

Comment: Two commenters expressed concern about the
heal t h benchmark data sources that EPA used. The first
comment er argued that the proposal inappropriately used
draft guidelines and toxicity profiles that had not been

subject to public review and/or were not publicly
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avai l able. The commenter was particularly concerned with
t he use of non-Ilinear carcinogenic risk values and
toxicity profiles (for HAP) that have not been finalized
and are not available for review by the public.

The second commenter argued that EPA should not rely
solely on the health benchmarks in its Integrated Risk
| nformati on System (I RI'S) database. The commenter stated
that RIS, while useful for obtaining informtion about
the health effects of chemcals, is far fromdefinitive,
as EPA resource constraints have resulted in nmany
chem cal summaries that are significantly outdated and do
not reflect the nost recent scientific devel opnents.
Mor eover, the commenter stated that the | RIS database is
a non-statutory, in-house EPA activity, and IRIS entries
are not subject to formal notice and comment. The
comment er noted that EPA managenment has repeatedly
enphasi zed in directives that other information nust be
considered, in addition to the IR S database, when
eval uating the health effects of chemcals in a
regul atory context. The commenter concluded that EPA
must use a scientifically appropriate health benchmark
based on a consideration of all relevant information to

ensure that the health benchmark is up-to-date and
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scientifically credible, even if that neans departing
fromthe value in IR S.

A third commenter agreed with EPA's choice to derive
their data fromIRI'S, California EPA (Cal EPA), and Agency
for Toxic Substances and Di sease Registry (ATSDR) for its
docunment ation for establishing risk based threshold and
non-threshol d values. The commenter added that al nost
all HAP are being reviewed and reeval uated on a regul ar
basis, and it would be inappropriate to single out
formal dehyde and acet al dehyde at this tinme. The
commenter stated that EPA can only rely on what is
currently published and has underdone either peer review
or EPA review. According to the commenter, the issue of
changi ng heal t h-based gui deline values will always be a
concern once health-based regul ati ons are pronul gat ed.

Response: W agree with the first two commenters that
we shoul d use the best avail able sources of health
effects information for risk or hazard determ nations.

As we have stated previously, we will not be relying
exclusively on RIS values, but will be considering al

credible and readily avail abl e assessnents.! For air

1U. S. Environnmental Protection Agency. 1999. Resi dual
Ri sk Report to Congress. Office of Air Quality Pl anning
and Standards, Research Triangle Park, NC 27711, March



290
toxics risk assessnents, we identify pertinent toxicity
or dose-response values using a default hierarchy of
sources, with RIS being the preferred source, to assi st
us in identifying the nost scientifically appropriate
benchmar ks for our anal yses and decisions. The IR'S
process contains internal and external peer review steps
and represent EPA consensus val ues. \When adequate
toxicity information is not available in IRI'S, we consult
ot her sources in a default hierarchy that recogni zes the
desirability of these qualities in ensuring that we have
consi stent and scientifically sound assessnents.
Furthernmore, where the RIS assessnent substantially |ags
the current scientific know edge, we have commtted to
consider alternative credible and readily avail able
assessnents. For our use, these alternatives need to be
grounded in publicly avail able, peer-reviewed
information. Fornmal dehyde is an exanple of this
situation. We are not using information that does not
meet these requirenents. W also agree with the third
commenter that the issue of changi ng heal t h- based

gui deline values is a general challenge in setting

1999, EPA-453/R-99-001; avail able at
http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/oarpg/t3/nmeta/ nB690. htm . (EPA
1999)
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heal t h- based regul ati ons. However, we are commtted to
setting such regulations that reflect current scientific
understanding, to the extent feasible. Facilities
conducting lowrisk denmonstrations should refer to
appendi x B to subpart DDDD of 40 CFR part 63 and ot her
anal ytical tools, such as the “Air Toxics Ri sk Assessnent
Gui dance Reference Library” (if appropriate for the
specific source) for guidance on choosing appropriate
dose-response val ues.

Comment: Wth the support of several others, one
comment er pointed out that the science with respect to
f or mal dehyde and acet al dehyde has changed since EPA' s
initial RIS entries for those pollutants were conpl et ed.
Consequently, the comrenter believed it would be
i nappropriate for EPA to rely on the unit risk factors
for those pollutants in the RIS database in establishing
a property line concentration threshold in the PCWP rule
as proposed. The comenter supported EPA's efforts in
revising its formal dehyde and acet al dehyde IRI' S
assessnment and noted that both revisions are expected to
be finalized before the final PCWP rule is published in
2004. Regardi ng formal dehyde, the comrenter noted that

EPA pl ans on using the nodel fromthe Chem cal I|ndustry
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I nstitute of Technology (CIIT) to revise its formal dehyde
| RIS assessnent and encouraged this action. The
comment er pointed out that the CII T nodel has been
recogni zed by several authoritative bodies (e.g., Health
Canada/ Envi ronnment Canada, Organi zation for Econom c
Coordi nati on and Devel opnent, and World Health
Organi zation) as providing the nost scientifically
def ensi bl e anal ysis of formal dehyde. (Another comrenter
added that the IRIS risk criteria for formal dehyde
clearly cause formal dehyde risk estinmates to be
overstated but argued that, even using the very
conservative IRI'S nunbers, risks are still low. A third
commenter urged EPA not to use the formal dehyde val ues in
ATSDR, stating that they are fundanentally flawed, as
detailed in their coment.) Regarding acetal dehyde, the
commenter recommended that EPA use a heal th benchmark
bet ween 27 and 390 mi crograns per cubic neter (:g/n?) and
included their rationale in an attachnment to their
comment. |If EPA is unable to conplete its reassessnents
before the PCWP rule is finalized, the commenter
encouraged EPA not to revert to the original IRIS unit
risk factors for formal dehyde and acetal dehyde. |nstead,

t he commenter recommended that EPA use the CIIT nodel (or
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alternatively defer to Health Canada/ Environnment Canada)
for formal dehyde and, at a mninum use the IRI'S
reference concentration (RfFC) of 9 :g/n? for acetal dehyde.

Response: Wth the exception of formal dehyde, we are
usi ng the human health values currently used by EPA s air
toxi cs program and avail abl e at:
http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/atw toxsource/ sunmary. htm . These
dose response val ues conme from several sources including
EPA's RIS, the Centers for Disease Control’s ATSDR, and
California EPA. See the supporting information for this
rul emaki ng for a summary of the human health val ues we
used in our assessnent.

For formal dehyde, we do not use the dose-response
val ue reported in IRIS. The dose-response value in IRI'S
is based on a 1987 study, and no | onger represents the
best avail able science in the peer-reviewed literature.
Since that tine, significant new data and anal ysis have
beconme avail able. W based the dose-response val ue we
used for formal dehyde on work conducted by the CIIT
Centers for Health Research (formerly, the Chem ca
| ndustry Institute of Toxicology). 1In 1999, the CIIT
publ i shed a risk assessnent which incorporated

mechani stic and dosinetric information on fornmal dehyde
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t hat had been accunul ated over the past decade. The risk
assessnment anal yzed carci nogenic risk frominhal ed
f ormal dehyde usi ng approaches that are consistent with
EPA' s draft guidelines for carcinogenic risk assessnent.
The CIIT nodel is based on conputational fluid dynam cs
(CFD) nodels of airflow and formal dehyde delivery to the
rel evant parts of the rat and human respiratory tract,
whi ch are then coupled to a biologically-notivated two-
staged cl onal growth nodel that allows for incorporation
of different biological effects. These biol ogical
effects, such as interaction with DNA and cel
proliferation, are processes by which forml dehyde nay
contribute to devel opnent of cancer at sites exposed at
the portal of entry (e.g., respiratory tract). The two-
staged nodel is a nmuch nore advanced approach for
exam ning the rel evance of tunors seen in ani mal nodel s
for human popul ati ons.

We believe that the CIIT nodeling effort represents
t he best avail able application of the avail able
mechani stic and dosinmetric science on the dose-response
for portal of entry cancers due to formal dehyde
exposures. We note here that other organizations,

i ncl udi ng Heal th Canada, have adopted this approach
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Accordingly, we have used risk estimtes based on the
CIIT airflow nodel coupled to a two-staged clonal growth
model as the basis for the dose-response values for this
anal ysis. This nodel incorporates state-of-the-art
anal yses for species-specific dosinetry, and enconpasses
nore of the avail abl e bi ol ogical data than any other
currently avail able nodel. As with any nodel,
uncertainties exist, and this nodel is sensitive to the
i nputs, but we believe it represents the best avail able
approach for assessing the risk of portal-of-entry
cancers due to fornmal dehyde exposures.

Currently, the CIIT informati on and ot her recent
i nformation, including recently published epi dem ol ogi cal
studi es, are being reviewed and considered in the
reassessnment of our formal dehyde unit risk estimte
(URE). We plan to bring this reassessnent to the Science
Advi sory Board in the summer of 2004. The feasibility of
delisting a subgroup of affected sources based on risk is
not conprom sed by the existing forml dehyde dose-
response val ue because sonme affected sources would
qualify for delisting based on this current value. W
are nmoving forward with the final PCW rule at this tinme

because there is a court-ordered deadline, and we are
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including the lowrisk PCW subcategory delisting and
basi ng our review of sources's eligibility on the CIIT
nodel for forml dehyde. W disagree with the statenent
by one of the commenters that risks are still |ow using
the current IRI'S nunmber for formal dehyde. Qur analysis
has denonstrated that not all PCW affected sources can
be considered low risk when either the current IR S or
CIIT URE for formal dehyde is enpl oyed.

VWhil e we recogni ze the simlarities between
acet al dehyde and formal dehyde with regard to suggested
nodes of action, the reassessnent of acetal dehyde is
| aggi ng behind that of formal dehyde. The fornal dehyde
reassessnment is further along because of the
preponderance of data specific to formal dehyde and the
potentially greater inpact of a change in potency to our
regul atory decisions. Unlike for formal dehyde, an
alternative, peer-reviewed, publicly avail able assessnent
does not currently exist for acetal dehyde, |eaving us
with the current RIS assessnment. We do not feel it is
necessary to wait for our acetal dehyde reassessnment to be
conpl eted, due to the court-ordered deadline for the
final PCWP MACT rule, and due to the fact that until

ot herwi se concluded the IRI'S values for acetal dehyde
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reflect the best avail able source of health effects
information. Therefore, we are relying on the IR S
val ues for acetal dehyde in both cancer and non-cancer
ri sk assessnments for the final rule.

Af fected sources conducting lowrisk denonstrations
shoul d refer to appendix B to subpart DDDD of 40 CFR part
63 and ot her analytical tools, such as the “Air Toxics
Ri sk Assessnent Reference Library” (if appropriate for
the specific source) for guidance on choosi ng appropri ate
dose-response val ues.

Comment: One commenter stated that EPA should
consi der formal dehyde and acet al dehyde as carci nogens
unl ess a reassessnent classifies themas threshold
pol lutants. A second commenter argued that forml dehyde
and acet al dehyde are properly treated as threshold
pol lutants. This comrenter contended that the
| egislative history of the CAA makes clear that Congress
considered “threshold pollutants” to be those for which a
“no observed effect level” can be established. (See,
e.g., S. Rep. No. 228, 101st Cong., 1st Sess. 175-176
(1990)). By contrast, a non-threshold pollutant is one
for which a no observed effect |evel cannot be

identified, i.e., a pollutant for which adverse effects
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may be seen at any dose | evel above zero. The commenter
noted that EPA has historically assunmed that all
carci nogens are non-threshold pollutants that may trigger
a carcinogenic effect at any exposure level, no matter
how smal|l. However, as nechanistic data on the node of
action of carcinogenesis advances, that conservative
assunption may prove not to be accurate for certain
pol lutants. The comenter stated that the avail able
science strongly suggest that these pollutants act as
t hreshol d carci nogens. The conmmenter contended that
there is a no observed effect |evel for formal dehyde
bel ow whi ch the carcinogenic risk either does not exist
or cannot be measured, as documented in an attachnment to
their comment. The comenter stated that acetal dehyde
shoul d be viewed simlarly because acetal dehyde is
simlar to formal dehyde structurally and toxicol ogically,
and is expected to behave simlarly nmechanistically.
Because acetal dehyde is a | ess potent carcinogen than
formal dehyde (by an order of nmagnitude), non-cancer
health effects (which clearly are threshold health
effects) are the likely risk driver for that pollutant.
Finally, the commenter noted that EPA's recently issued

Draft Final CGuidelines for Carcinogenic Ri sk Assessnent
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provide that, for non-Ilinear carcinogens, EPA w ||
calculate a reference dose (RfD) or RFC, which are safe
lifetinme doses (i.e., doses below which adverse effects
will not occur). The commenter stated that this is
exactly what a threshold pollutant is. Thus, EPA's
revi sed guidelines support the concl usion that
formal dehyde and acet al dehyde shoul d be treated as
t hreshol d poll utants.

Response: We agree that we shoul d consi der
f or mal dehyde and acet al dehyde as carci nogens unless a
reassessnment classifies themas threshold poll utants.
Currently, formal dehyde and acetal dehyde are consi dered
probabl e human carci nogens. Both are under review, and
their dose-response values for carcinogenicity are likely
to change. For the final rule, we are using an
alternative dose-response value for formal dehyde based on
a peer-reviewed, publicly avail able assessnent. However,
we do not have conparable quantitative information for
acet al dehyde. Therefore, we will use the current IRI'S
val ue. Affected sources conducting |l owrisk
denonstrations should refer to appendix B to subpart DDDD
of 40 CFR part 63 (and/or the “Air Toxics Ri sk Assessnent

Ref erence Library”) for guidance on choosi ng appropriate
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dose-response val ues.

Comment: One commenter expressed concern about sone
of the health benchmarks that EPA plans to publish. The
comrenter reviewed various health studies for each
pol l utant and recomended several RfC values. The
comenter noted that, because IRI'S does not have an RfC
for methanol, EPA has indicated it plans to determ ne a

de mnims threshold for nethanol using a value of 4.0

mlligrams per cubic nmeter (ng/n¥) as an RfC. The
comrenter noted that this value is the noncancer chronic
reference exposure level (REL) derived by Cal EPA. The
comrenter stated that Cal EPA’s derivation of that REL
contains sonme errors and inaccurate assunptions.
According to the commenter, a nore accurate estinmate of a
human safe level for chronic exposure to nethanol by

i nhal ati on, derived fromthe same nouse study data, is
171 mg/ n¥, which is discussed further in their coments.
The comrenter stated that their discussion presents new
anal yses not previously reviewed by EPA and a
ground- br eaki ng new approach to a hazard assessnent for
met hanol. The commenter noted that EPA is currently
revising its assessnent for acrolein and has provided for

public information a draft toxicological review and draft
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RIS summary for acrolein. The draft IRI'S docunent
states that the proposed new RfC of 0.03 :g/n? repl aces
the previous RfFC of 0.02 :g/n?, and that this new RfC is
based on a nore recent interpretation of the database.
The commenter noted the basis for the revised acrolein
Rf C (Feron et al, 1978) and argued that EPA's
interpretation of this study is overly conservative. The
commenter stated that EPA has used the maxi mum
uncertainty factors that could reasonably be justifiable
and thereby devel oped an RfC that al nost certainly goes
beyond what is needed to protect human health. The
comment er suggested that EPA should instead use the nore
realistic reference exposure | evel devel oped by Cal EPA,
which is nore conservative than the Health Canada
Tol erabl e Concentrati on.

The commenter noted that EPA has not published a
heal th benchmark for phenol. The comenter agreed with
EPA' s proposal to use the Cal EPA REL of 200 :g/n? for
phenol in inplenmenting the risk-based approach for wood
products facilities. According to the comenter, the REL
is intended to serve the sane goal as an RfC.

The commenter supported using a health benchmark of

110 :g/n? for propional dehyde and believed that this val ue
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woul d protect human health with an anple margi n of
safety. The comenter described how the 110 :g/n?¥ val ue
was derived based on the threshold Iimt value (TLV) for
pr opi onal dehyde identified by the Anerican Conference of
Governnmental | ndustrial Hygienists (AC@H). The
comment er explained that this benchmark is consistent
wi th val ues devel oped by ot her organi zations.

Response: W are currently developing an IRI'S
assessnent for nmethanol, and any new i nformation that
exi sts that has undergone peer review will be considered
in this re-evaluation. W publish yearly in the Federa
Register a list of all chem cals for which we are
pl anning I RIS assessnent activity. This action further
requests subm ssion of pertinent data for these
chemcals. 1In lieu of the pending IR'S assessnent, we
will continue to draw on other sources identified by our
establ i shed default hierarchy of data sources, which have
as part of their devel opnent processes external or peer
review, in addition to extensive internal reviews.

A reassessnent of acrolein was conpleted in June of
2003. The RfC resulting fromthat reassessnment (i.e., an
Rf C of 0.02 pg/n?, with an uncertainty factor of 1,000) is

what is currently on IRIS. As with all announced IRI'S
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reassessnents, tinme was provided for new data or rel evant
information to be submtted. |In addition, each
assessnent undergoes extensive internal review as well as
external peer review to ensure that the data used are
scientifically sound. We feel that we have devel oped the
nost scientifically sound RfFC that will ensure that risk
assessnents using this nunber are health-protective.
Facilities conducting | owrisk denonstrations shoul d
refer to appendix B to subpart DDDD of 40 CFR part 63
(and/or the “Air Toxics Ri sk Assessnent Reference
Li brary”) for guidance on choosing appropriate dose-
response val ues.

We do not currently have plans to develop an IRI'S
assessnment for phenol. We will continue to rely on our
hi erarchy of other sources when IR S val ues are not
avai |l abl e.

We do not have an IRIS file for propional dehyde, and
an assessnent is not available fromthe alternative
sources in our default hierarchy. The hierarchy sources
do not include ACG H, as that organization devel ops
reference values for use in occupational exposure
settings, as opposed to the anmbient air exposures that

are the focus of this action. Developnent of an IRI'S
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assessnent for propional dehyde is currently underway.
Once available, it will be used in future risk anal yses.
In the nmeantime, this HAP was not included in the
assessnment conducted for PCW, affected sources.

Comment: One commenter stated that conparison of
nodel ed exposures to the RFC or simlarly-derived health
benchmark is highly protective and neets the CAA' s “anpl e
mar gi n of safety” requirement. Although the comrenter
clainms the CAA does not explicitly define “anple margin

of safety,” in the Vinyl Chloride case, the D.C. Circuit

Court of Appeals articul ated the purpose of the anple
mar gi n of safety determ nation as obtaining a “reasonable
degree of protection” in |light of scientific

uncertainties and i nformati on gaps. (Natural Res. Def.

Council v. EPA, 824 F.2D 1146, 1152-53 (D.C. Cir. 1987)).

The comrenter stated that, in regulatory practice, the
anple margin of safety analysis consists of a
consideration of the NOEL for a pollutant and the
subsequent application of factors to account for
scientific uncertainty surroundi ng that safe | evel of
exposure. According to the comenter, this is the
approach called for by the Senate Report acconpanying the

1990 CAA Amendnents (S. Rep. No. 228, 101st Cong. Sess.
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171 (1990)), and this is exactly what is done in deriving
an RFC or simlar inhalation health benchmark. The
commenter stated that EPA s derivation of the RfC
contains nmultiple |ayers of conservatismto account for
scientific uncertainty. The comenter believed that RIC
val ues and simlar inhalation health benchmarks al ready
i ncorporate sufficient uncertainty factors to fulfill or
exceed the anple margin of safety mandate of CAA sections
112(d)(4) and 112(c)(9).

Response: Today's final PCWP rule will utilize CAA
section 112(c)(9) rather than CAA section 112(d)(4). W
agree that the CAA does not define “anple margin of
safety” explicitly. The CAA does, however, in section

112(f) explicitly recognize our Federal Register notice

of Septenber 14, 1989, which described our interpretation
of ample margin of safety in the case of |inear

carci nogens, and our approach to inplenenting that
interpretation. While the first step identifies the
presunptive limt on maxi numindividual risk, the second
step of that 2-step approach describes the setting of the
ri sk-based standard at a | evel that provides an anple
mar gi n of safety, in consideration of a nunmber of

factors. As we noted in the 1989 notice, the objective
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in protecting public health with an anple margi n of
saf ety under CAA section 112 is to ensure an individual
lifetinme risk level no higher than one in a mllion to
t he greatest nunber of persons possible, and to limt to
no higher than one in ten thousand the estimated risk for
a person living near a plant if they were exposed for 70
years.

In assessing risk or hazard of nonlinear effects, we
use the RfC or conparable value. This value represents
an estimate (with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order
of magni tude) of a continuous inhalation exposure to the
human popul ation (including sensitive subgroups) that is
likely to be without an appreciable risk of deleterious
non-cancer effects during a lifetine. The RfC val ues and
conpar abl e val ues are derived from assessnents of
pertinent toxicological information to identify the
| owest point of departure (in human equival ent terns)
fromthe experinental data that is also representative of
the threshold region (the region where toxicity is
apparent fromthe avail able data) for the array of
toxicity data for that chemcal. The objective is to
sel ect a prom nent toxic effect that is pertinent to the

chem cal’s key mechani sm or node of action. This
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approach is based, in part, on the assunption that if the
critical toxic effect is prevented, then all toxic
effects are prevented. The RfC is derived fromthe point
of departure (POD) (in ternms of human equi val ent
exposure) for the critical effect by consistent
application of uncertainty factors, which are to account
for recogni zed uncertainties in the extrapolations from
the experinmental data conditions to an estimte
appropriate to the assuned human scenari o.?

In considering the extrapolation of the anple margin
of safety objective described for linear cancer risk to
t he managenment of risk for nonlinear effects under CAA
section 112(c)(9) (i.e., in decisions to delist a
subcategory from any further regulatory action), we
consi der exposures relative to the RfC or conparable
values for all of the emtted HAP, with specific
attention to those affecting a sim|lar physiol ogi cal
target organ or system

Comment: One commenter stated that the uncertainty

factors used in deriving the wood products HAP health

2U. S. Environnmental Protection Agency. 1994. Methods for
Derivation of Inhalation Reference Concentrations and
Application of Inhalation Dosimetry. Ofice of Research
and Devel opnent. EPA/ 600/ 8-90/066F. (EPA 1994)
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benchmarks are particularly large. The unit risk factors
for acetal dehyde and fornmal dehyde were cal cul at ed usi ng
the linear nmulti-stage nodel, which assunes a |inear
rel ati onshi p between cancer incidence and exposure to the
pol lutant at | ow doses. According to the commenter, the
avai |l abl e data on acetal dehyde and formal dehyde strongly
suggest that this assunption is incorrect and overly
conservati ve.

The commenter pointed out that EPA's health assessnent
of acroleinis two to three tinmes nore conservative than
Cal EPA’ s, even though both are intended to protect
sensitive individuals fromany adverse effects follow ng
a lifetinme of exposure. The commenter stated that EPA
has devel oped an extrenely conservative RfC for acrolein.
The comment er argued that adopting a H of 0.2 would add
anot her five-fold safety factor to this already extrenely
conservative RFC. The commenter noted that acrolein is
the HAP of greatest inmportance in determning risk from
PCWP facilities.

Response: The dose-response val ues used to detern ne
the criteria for defining the | owrisk subcategory are
drawn fromIR'S, as well as fromcertain alternative

sources. The IRI'S process contains internal and external
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peer review steps and represents EPA consensus val ues.
When adequate toxicity information is not available in
IRI'S, we consult other sources in a default hierarchy
that recogni zes the desirability of these qualities in
ensuring that we have consistent and scientifically sound
assessnents. In the case of acrolein, specifically

menti oned by the comenter, consultation of other sources
was not necessary because the acrol ein assessnment was
conpleted within the past 9 nonths and represents current
scientific knowl edge. 1In those cases (e.qg.

formal dehyde), where the IRIS assessnment substantially

| ags the current scientific know edge, we consi der
alternative credible and readily avail abl e assessnents.
As pointed out el sewhere in this section, the RfC val ues
or conparabl e val ues have been derived with the

i ncorporation of uncertainty factors. The uncertainty
factors are to account for recognized uncertainties in
the extrapolations fromthe experinmental data conditions
pertaining to the chem cal’s particul ar toxicological
data set to an estinmate appropriate to the assuned human
scenario.® The size variation of the uncertainty factors

across RFC values reflects the size variation of the

31 bi d.
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uncertainties associated with that extrapol ation.

Comment: One commenter stated that the combination of
conservative air dispersion nodeling techniques and a
conservative human health benchmark ensure that, where a
source neets the requirenents for a risk-based conpliance
option, human health will be protected with an anple
margi n of safety. The comenter pointed out that, for
nost individuals in the general popul ation, actual
exposures |likely are one or nore orders of nmagnitude
bel ow t he maxi mum exposures predicted by the tiered
model i ng approach. The commenter noted that EPA s tiered
nodel i ng nmet hodol ogy is designed to identify the highest
annual property line or off-site concentrations that
m ght occur around each facility (as opposed to actual
popul ati on exposure). The tiered approach nodels
exposures of a maximally exposed individual (MEl) and
i ncorporates a nunber of conservative assunptions.
According to the commenter, actual average concentrations
are likely to be nmuch lower. The commenter argued that,
even if the nodel ed concentrations were reflective of
conti nuous average concentrations, it is highly unlikely
that any individual would actually be exposed to such

concentrations for a lifetine. The commenter noted that



311
t he Presidential/ Congressional Comm ssion on Risk
Assessnment and Ri sk Managenent concl uded that the
conservatisminherent in use of the MEl was often so
unrealistic that its use inpaired the scientific
credibility of health risk assessnent.

Response: We discussed a tiered anal ytical
approach in the preanble to the proposed rule, beginning
with relatively sinple | ookup tables and foll owed by
increasingly nore site-specific but nore resource
intensive tiers of analysis, with each tier being nore
refined. 1In today’s final rule, we are setting forth two
options, as specified in Appendix B to subpart DDDD. In
the first option, affected sources can qualify for
inclusion in the delisted subcategory by using site-
specific em ssions test data and | ook-up tables that were
devel oped using health-protective input paraneters. As a
second option, affected sources may choose to use a nore
refined site-specific risk assessnment. A nore refined
analysis requires nore effort, but produces results that
are less likely to overestimate ri sk.

Comment: One comenter noted that the regul atory
requirenments in the proposed rule focused on six HAP that

are emtted from PCW facilities: acrol ei n,
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acet al dehyde, formal dehyde, nethanol, phenol, and
propi onal dehyde. Those HAP represent 96 percent of the
em ssions from PCWP affected sources. The commenter
bel i eves that any risk-based conpliance nechani snms nay
reasonably be limted to consideration of the risks from
t hese six HAP. The commenter noted that EPA's
prelimnary risk analysis conducted prior to proposa
narrowed the list of HAP emitted from PCWP affected
sources to include the follow ng: acrolein,
acet al dehyde, formal dehyde, nethanol, phenol, benzene,
met hyl ene chl ori de, and manganese. The comenter
referred to the results of their sensitivity analysis,
whi ch was conducted based on the data used in EPA's pre-
proposal risk analysis. The analysis evaluated the
i npact of increasing or decreasing facility em ssions by
30 percent, using different health benchmarks than those
identified in EPA"s anal ysis, and conducting the risk
assessnment with the six HAP targeted in the proposed rule
versus the additional HAP identified by EPA. The
commenter’s sensitivity analysis showed that formal dehyde
and acet al dehyde made up the bul k of the cancer risk,
whi | e benzene and net hylene chloride had little or no

i nfl uence on cancer risk, depending on the scenario
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considered. Under all scenarios, acrolein contributed
t he most non-cancer risk. The renmainder of the
non-cancer risk was divided between acetal dehyde,
for mal dehyde and manganese, wi th manganese contri buting
between 5.6 and 12.2 percent of the non-cancer ri sk,
dependi ng on the scenario. Under all scenari os,
met hanol , benzene, nethyl ene chloride and phenol did not
contribute at all to the non-cancer risk from wood
products affected sources (with one exception, where the
phenol risk contribution was 0.1 percent). Based on
these results, the commenter stated that there appeared
to be little reason to include eval uation of nethyl ene
chl oride or benzene in the risk-based conpliance option.
However, the commenter stated that it nay be reasonable
to take an extrenely conservative approach and i ncl ude
eval uati on of manganese in the risk-based conpliance
mechani sns.

Response: W agree that it is appropriate to limt
t he nunmber of HAP that nust be included in PCW affected
source lowrisk denonstrations to only those HAP that may
possi bly result in nmeaningful contributions to the
af fected source risk. However, we disagree that limting

the HAP included in the lowrisk demnstration to the six
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HAP defined as total HAP in subpart DDDD of 40 CFR part
63 (acrol ein, acetal dehyde, formal dehyde, nethanol
phenol, and propional dehyde) is appropriate. W
identified the nost preval ent HAP based on mass emtted
for purposes of devel oping MACT conpliance options
because MACT is technol ogy-based (i.e., the sane
technol ogy that reduces em ssions of the six HAP al so
reduces em ssions of other organic HAP). As discussed
earlier in this preanble, the six HAP defined as total
HAP i n subpart DDDD of 40 CFR part 63 are the HAP that
are nost often emtted in detectable amunts fromthe
nost PCWP process units, and these HAP nake up 96 percent
of the mass of nationw de HAP em ssions fromthe PCW

i ndustry. However, the risk associated with em ssions of
HAP are dependent on the mass emtted and the relative
toxicity of each HAP. Thus, the HAP emitted in the
greatest mass may not result in the nost risk because the
HAP may not be as potent as other HAP emtted in | ower
mass. For exanple, nethanol is the HAP emtted fromthe
PCWP i ndustry in the greatest mass, but because net hanol
is not as toxic as other HAP emtted (e.g, formal dehyde,
certain HAP nmetals), it does not result in as nuch risk

as do other HAP. To ensure protection of public health,
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all HAP nust be consi dered when determ ni ng which

af fected sources are lowrisk. Sinply inporting the
surrogate pollutants that are reasonably used for MACT
purposes into the risk assessnent context is not
appropriate, as surrogacy for MACT is based on factors
and consi derations relating to technol ogi cal control
capabilities and not on how surrogate pollutants m ght

i ndi cate how non-surrogates affect risks to human health
and the environnment. For exanple, just because in many
cases particulate matter is a useful surrogate for
measuring the control efficiency of devices used to
capture non-nmercury HAP netals, that fact is unrelated to
what risks the HAP netals may present individually or
collectively, as HAP netals apart fromthe risks they
pose as being particul ates.

The commenter is correct in that our prelimnary risk
anal ysis conducted prior to proposal narrowed the |ist of
HAP emitted from PCWP affected sources. W acknow edge
recei pt of the commenter’s sensitivity analysis based on
the data used in our pre-proposal risk analysis.
Fol | owm ng proposal, we conducted a nore detailed risk
anal ysis to evaluate the nerits of including a | owrisk

subcategory in the final PCW rule. This post-proposal
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anal ysis considered em ssions of nore than 30 HAP em tted
fromthe PCW source category. Many of these HAP are
only emtted in mnute anounts that have been detected
froma small nunber of PCWP process units. Neverthel ess,
we included themin our risk analysis to determne their
contribution to PCW affected source risk. W reviewed
the toxicity values for each HAP and the mass of each
emtted from PCW affected sources to determne if it
woul d be appropriate to narrow the |ist of HAP that PCW
af fected sources must consider in their lowrisk
denonstrations. Based on our review, we determ ned that
95 percent of the cancer risk at PCW affected sources is
accounted for by the foll ow ng HAP. acetal dehyde,
benzene, arsenic, beryllium cadm um hexaval ent
chromum | ead, nickel subsulfide, and formal dehyde. We
al so determ ned that 95 percent of the non-cancer risk at
PCWP affected sources is accounted for by the foll ow ng
HAP: acet al dehyde, acrolein, fornmal dehyde, phenol, M,
arsenic, cadm um and manganese. W feel that inclusion
of these HAP in a denonstration of eligibility of the
| ow-ri sk PCWP subcategory is appropriate. Limting the
list of HAP that nust be included in the lowrisk

denonstration to 13 HAP mi nim zes em ssions testing
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costs, while ensuring that the HAP that drive the risk at
PCWP affected sources are accounted for on a site-
speci fic basis.
Background, nulti pathway, and ecol ogi cal exposures

Comment: Two commenters argued that nultipat hway
exposures shoul d not be considered for PCW affected
sources. One commenter stated that, because the HAP
emtted fromthe PCW source category are not
bi oaccunul ative, it is unnecessary to consider
mul ti pat hway exposures. The other comenter stated that
there is no policy basis for considering nultipathway
exposures because U. S. Governnent surveys and regul atory
actions denonstrate that non-inhal ation exposure to the
six HAP emtted by wood products affected sources is
insignificant. The commenter provided rationale for the
conclusion that dietary and drinking water exposures to
the six HAP are not significant. Because the six HAP
primarily emtted fromthe PCW source category
(acet al dehyde, acrolein, and formal dehyde, nethanol,
phenol , and propional dehyde) do not exhibit
bi oaccunul ati ve characteristics, the commenter considered
it unnecessary to consider multipathway exposures.

Three commenters argued that nultipathway exposures
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shoul d be considered for PCW facilities. One comenter
stated that, when persistent biological toxicant or netal
em ssions are significant, ingestion and ot her pathways
shoul d be considered in the risk screening. Another
comenter stated that the concentration-based
applicability threshold approach in the proposed PCW
rul e does not address non-inhal ati on exposures or adverse
effects on the environnment. The third comrenter stated
t hat CAA section 112(d)(4) requires EPA to consider all
possi bl e ways that a pollutant could affect human health
or the environnent because it refers to pollutants “for
which a health threshold has been established,” i.e.,
pol | utants that have no adverse health or environnenta
effects. (See 5 Legislative History at 8511.) According
to the commenter, EPA has recogni zed repeatedly in the
past that many of the pollutants emtted by the source
category are re-deposited fromthe atnosphere and then
contam nate soil and water for long periods of time. The
comment er added that these pollutants bioaccunulate in
wildlife and food sources, poisoning people and animals
alike. The commenter concluded that, to eval uate whet her
a pollutant is a threshold pollutant and what its health

t hreshold and anple margin of safety nmust be, EPA nust



319
consider all the potential health and environnental
effects of deposition, persistence and bioaccunul ati on of
that pollutant. The comrenter argued that EPA would
contravene section 112(d)(4) by considering only health
effects caused by inhal ati on.

Response: This rule is relying not on CAA section
112(d)(4), but on section 112(c)(9), which states that
potential ecol ogical effects and nultinmedia human
exposures need to be considered. W have conducted an
ecol ogi cal assessnment and a mnul ti pat hway exposure
assessnment on those HAP emtted from PCWP affected
sources (including HAP not anong the six nentioned by one
commenter) that we have identified as having the
potential for persisting and bioaccumulating in the
environnment. Fromthis analysis we determ ned that
adverse ecol ogical effects and/or nmultimedia health
effects are unlikely from PCW affected sources.
Therefore, PCW affected sources attenpting to
denonstrate their lowrisk status will not be required to
i nclude an ecol ogi cal assessnent or a nultinmedia
assessnment.

Comment: Several commenters stated that there is no

| egal or policy basis for EPA to consider background or
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mul ti pat hway (non-inhal ati on) exposures. The comenters
clai med that CAA section 112(d) requires that MACT
st andards be based only on em ssions fromthe MACT-
regul ated portion of the facility; it does not give EPA
the authority to consider existing background | evels.
One commenter asserted that CAA section 112 can be
di stingui shed from other statutory provisions, both in
the CAA and in other environnmental |egislation, where EPA
has clearly been given authority to consi der background
sour ces.

Anot her commenter argued that the CAA's |legislative
hi story does not support a requirenent to consider other
exposures. The commenter also clained that the statutory
provi sions on which EPA would rely to inplenment the
ri sk-based mechanisns (i.e., CAA section 112(d)(4), CAA

section 112(c)(9)(B), or EPA's de mnims authority)

exclusively focus on the em ssions fromthe source in
maki ng regul atory decisions. According to the comenter,
EPA has existing regulatory prograns (e.g., for nobile
and area sources (Urban Air Toxics Strategy)) in place to
address HAP em ssions from ot her sources.

The commrenter argued that over-control of PCWP

affected sources is unjustified because PCW affected
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sources account for very small proportions of HAP

enm ssions nati onwi de-l ess than 1.75 percent of
acet al dehyde, 1.7 percent of acrolein, and 1 percent of
f or mal dehyde em ssions, according to their industry-
sponsored ri sk assessnent. G ven these results, the
comrenter concluded that PCW facilities cannot
reasonably be considered to contribute neaningfully to
background concentrati ons.

The commenter stated that delisting criteria and the
so-called trigger component of the residual risk
provi si on focus exclusively on em ssions and whet her the
ri sk posed by any source in the category, by itself,
exceeds one in a mllion cancer.

Two commenters opposed the use of avail able data on
background concentrations and facility-specific
measur enent of background concentrations to determ ne the
extent of exposures from other sources, arguing that the
CAA and sound public policy warrant a focus exclusively
on the em ssions fromthe source category at hand when
evaluating the applicability of a risk-based conpliance
option. Because a H of 1.0 (or higher) is anply
protective of public health and is warranted under EPA's

statutory mandate, the commenters stated that
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consi derati on of background concentration is not
appropri ate.

Response: For the purposes of this rul emaking, we are
not consi dering background HAP em ssions as part of the
CAA section 112(c)(9) delisting of the | owrisk PCWP
subcategory. As we indicated in the Residual Ri sk Report
to Congress, however, the Agency intends to consider
facility-wi de HAP emi ssions in future CAA section 112(f)
residual risk actions.

Regar di ng nmul ti pat hway exposures, the industry’s
wood products MACT ri sk assessnent does not address HAP
emtted from PCW affected sources that have the
potential to bioaccunul ate and persist in the environnment
(e.g., lead, cadm um and mercury). We conducted an
exposure assessnment for these HAP to determ ne exposure
fromingestion as well as inhalation. The maxinum
mul ti pathway risks were considerably |ower than the
predi cted maxi mum i nhal ation risks fromthe PCW source
category. Therefore, PCW affected sources are not
required to conduct site-specific nultipathway risk
assessnents as part of their |low risk denonstrations.

The | ook-up tables included in appendix B to subpart DDDD

wer e devel oped using conservative input paraneters to
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ensure that affected sources qualifying for the |lowrisk
subcat egory based on the | ook-up tables would not pose a
risk via multipathway exposures.

As di scussed el sewhere in this preanble, for today’s
final PCW rule, we consider that an H limt of 1.0
provi des an anple margin of safety for protecting public
heal th under CAA section 112(c)(9) for this delisting of
l ow-ri sk PCWP affected sources. The RfCs that are used
to calculate the H are developed to protect sensitive
subgroups and to account for scientific uncertainties,
ensuring that the use of an H |imt of 1.0 provides an
anpl e margin of safety. W conclude that an H limt of
1.0 is appropriate for the section 112(c)(9)
denonstrations for the PCWP source category that are
described in today’s action. In future risk-based
actions for this and other source categories (e.g.,
residual risk rul emaki ngs under CAA section 112(f)) we
may identify factors on a case-by-case basis that would
| ead us to conclude that H limts other than 1.0 would
be nmore appropriate for those other actions.

The | ook-up tables included in appendix B to subpart
DDDD of 40 CFR part 63 were devel oped based on an HI of

1.0. For site-specific chronic inhalation risk
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assessnents, affected sources are required to ensure that
their TOSHI (or, alternately, a site-specific set of
hazard i ndi ces based on nechanistic data or dose-response
data for their HAP m xture) are less than or equal to a
value of 1.0. These assessnents focus on respiratory
effects and CNS effects, because based on our analysis
noncancer inmpacts were dom nated primarily by inmpacts on
these systems. O her target organs or systens were found
to be negligibly inpacted.

Commrent: One commenter stated that EPA had provided
i nadequat e di scussi on of how environnmental risks would be
eval uated. The commenter added that the CAA requires EPA
consi der the environment as well as public health, and
that, at a mninum a facility would be required to
conduct an assessnment based on EPA's 1998 Cui delines for
Ecosystem Assessnent. The comrenter referred EPA to
appendi x A of “Generic Assessnent for Endpoints for
Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent” for a detailed discussion on
the legal basis from “such statutes as the CAA...that
require EPA to consider and protect organismlevel
attributes or various taxa including fish, birds, and
pl ants and nore generally, animals, wildlife, aquatic

life, and living things.”
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Anot her commenter cited an anal ysis they conmm ssi oned
that showed it to be highly unlikely that em ssions from
PCWP facilities would pose a hazard to ecol ogi cal
receptors at levels that are protective of human health.
Thus, concern over ecological receptors would not provide
a valid basis for reducing the H bel ow 1.0.

Response: An ecol ogical assessnent is required under
sections 112(d)(4), (c)(9), and (f)(2) of the CAA
regardi ng the presence or absence of "adverse
environmental effects" as that termis defined in CAA
section 112(a)(7). Therefore, delisting under section
112(c)(9) requires consideration of ecological effects.
The | ook-up tables devel oped for today’ s final PCW rule
are intended to accommmodat e enough conservati smthat any
affected source qualifying for inclusion in the delisted
subcategory using themw || qualify based on all
endpoi nts, including ecol ogical endpoints. Based on our
anal ysis of ecological effects (in the supporting
information for the final rule), we feel it is unlikely
t hat PCWP affected sources would pose any significant
ecological risks to any actual ecosystem or ecosystens
nearby. W also conclude, given the low inpacts fromthe

hypot heti cal worst-case scenario investigated, that it is
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unlikely that any potentially-exposed threatened or
endanger ed species would be adversely affected by HAP
em ssions fromthese affected sources. Therefore, PCW
af fected sources are not required to conduct site-
specific ecological risk assessnents as part of their
| ow-ri sk denonstration.

Assum ng the assessnment referenced by the first
commenter included only the six HAP |listed in subpart
DDDD of 40 CFR part 63, we disagree that these six HAP
shoul d be the sole focus of an ecol ogical assessnent. It
is not clear fromthe coment whether the commenter is
suggesting that we m ght consider |owering the human
health H values to below 1.0 in order to refl ect
ecol ogi cal concerns or whether they are suggesting that
an ecol ogical H value should not be reduced bel ow 1.0.
In the former case, that is not done. Human health and
ecol ogi cal assessnents are i ndependent assessnents with
their own risk managenment criteria.

Hazard i ndex

Comment: Two commenters stated that hazard quotients
(HQ for chem cal m xes should not be summed to determ ne
the H unless the primary effects are on the sane organ

by the sanme nechani sm otherw se the risk would be
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overestimted. One comenter stated that CAA section
112(d)(4) refers to threshold pollutants, with each
heal th threshol d augnented by an anple margin of safety.
These anple margin of safety val ues are already
incorporated into RFC values. The risk criteria applied
are confined to the effects upon which the RfC is based,
which reflect the nost sensitive target organ. According
to the commenter, a decision to add risk posed by
chem cals that affect the same target organ but have
unknown mechani sms of action represents an unnecessarily
conservative assunption that would tend to inflate the
final risk estimte.

The commenters also noted that, according to the
Nat i onal Research Council and the
Presi denti al / Congressi onal Conmm ssion on Ri sk Assessnent
and Ri sk Managenent, additivity at | ow doses is nore
likely to overestimate than to underestimate total risk
As stated in the Comm ssion’s 1997 Final Report: *“When
t he individual conponents of a chem cal m xture exhibit
different kinds of toxicity or have different biological
mechani sms of toxicity, they do not interact-they act
i ndependently at | ow doses. |In that case, the dose-

response relationships for each chem cal should be
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consi dered i ndependently... [By contrast] studies in
which simlar chemcals with simlar mechani sns and
target were adm ni stered sinmultaneously indicate that
antagoni smis the usual outcone...”(Falk and Kotin 1964,
Schmal et al. 1977)

Response: Qur recommended approach for assessing
ri sks fromexposure to a m xture of pollutants is to
utilize a dose-response assessnent devel oped for that
m xture.*> There are few m xtures (e.g., coke oven
enm ssions), however, for which such assessnments are
avai l able. When m xture-specific dose-response
assessnents are not avail able, a conponent-by-conponent
approach is recommended. The nethod for conponent data
depends on a judgnment of toxicologic simlarity anong
conponents. The specific termtoxicologic simlarity

represents a general know edge about the action of a

4U. S. Environnental Protection Agency. 1986. Gui dance for

Conducting Health Ri sk Assessnent of Chem cal M xtures.

Ri sk Assessnment Forum Washi ngton, DC. EPA/ 630/ R-98/002;

avai |l abl e at

http://cfpub. epa. gov/nceal/raf/recordi splay. cf n?dei d=20533
( EPA 1986)

SU. S. Environnental Protection Agency. 2000.

Suppl enentary CGui dance for Conducting Health Risk
Assessnment of Chem cal M xtures. Ofice of Research and
Devel opment. EPA/ 630/ R-00/ 002 ( EPA 2000)
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chem cal or a m xture and can be expressed in broad terns
such as at the target organ level in the body. In our
gui dance, assunptions about toxicologic simlarity are
made in order to choose anong ri sk assessnent nethods.
In general, we assune a simlar node of action across
m xtures or m xture conponents and, in some cases, this
requi rement may be relaxed to require that these
chemi cals act only on the sane target organ.?®

The primary method for conponent-based risk assessnent
of toxicologically simlar chemcals is the H, which is
derived from dose addition. In our guidance, dose
addition is interpreted as sinple simlar action, where
t he conponent chem cals act as if they are dilutions or
concentrations of each other differing only in relative
toxicity. Dose additivity may not hold for all toxic
effects. Furthernmore, the relative toxic potency between
chemcals my differ fromdifferent types of toxicity or
toxicity by different routes. To reflect these
differences, the H is then usually devel oped for each
exposure route of interest, and for a single specific
toxic effect of toxicity to a single target organ. A

m xture may then be assessed by several HI, each

®l bi d.
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representing one route and one toxic effect or target
organ.’
To assess the cunul ative risk or hazard associ at ed
with nonlinear effects of HAP in our analysis of PCW
af fected sources, HAP hazard quotients pertaining to the
same target organs or systens are sunmed to generate
TOSHI . While it may be preferable to focus on the
addi tion of HAP HQ that involve simlar or conplenmentary
mechani sms or node of action, that |evel of information
is not generally available for all of the HAP on which we
are focusing. Pending the availability of such data for
t he HAP conponents of the m xture being assessed, the
default nethod enpl oyed under CAA section 112(c)(9) is to
aggregate HAP HQ by target organ to generate a TOSHI
Comment: Two commenters supported a H of 1.0 (or
greater) as an appropriate benchmark for conparing
exposures attributable to affected source em ssions,
whi ch should fully provide for the statutory mandate of
an anple margin of safety. The comenters referred to
the 1997 Final Report of the Presidential/Congressional
Comm ssi on on Ri sk Assessnent and Ri sk Managenent in

Regul at ory Deci si on- Maki ng as support for their position.

1 bi d.
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Specifically, the Conmm ssion supported a noncancer HI of
10.0, stating that there are few HAP with Rf C val ues
within a factor of 10 of their no observabl e adverse
effects |l evel (NOAEL). Because RfC values are typically
one-t housandth of a NOAEL, a noncancer H of 10.0 in

t hose cases would still |eave a margin of exposure of
100. The Comm ssion recommended that EPA should, on the
basis of screening assessnments of source categories, do
further risk assessnment and anal ysis of categories where
t he noncancer H exceeds 10.0. \Where nore detailed risk
assessnents yield noncancer hazard indices |less than 1.0,
t he Comm ssion recomended that no further action be
required. The comenters agreed that sources shoul d not
be required to go below that level (e.g., to an arbitrary
| evel such as 0.2), arguing that EPA has neither a | egal
mandate nor a rational basis for limting the H to |ess
than 1.0.

One of the comenters stated that the conparison of
RfC or simlarly-derived health benchmarks to nodel ed
maxi mum annual average concentrations is extrenely
heal t h-protective and neets the anple margin of safety
requi renment of the statute. G ven this high degree of

conservatism the comenter stated that neither the CAA
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nor sound policy requires that background and
mul ti pat hway exposures be incorporated into an eval uation
of the degree of risk posed by affected sources. Under
t hese circunmstances, the comenter argued, the nere
possibility of exposure fromnultiple sources, or
mul ti pl e HAP from a single source, does not justify a
uni form adjustnment to all RfFC values or simlarly-derived
heal th benchmarks for all affected sources. Simlarly,
the comenter believed that EPA should not mandate
nodeling risks fromthe entire facility, but rather only
fromthe portions of the facility that are within the
source category.

Two ot her commenters objected to a noncancer H of 1.0
(or greater). The first commenter stated that, while the
H is useful in evaluating site-specific inpacts,
choosing a generic H (sonme nmultiple of 1.0) for
application to a wide range of sites is inappropriate.
The comrenter added that selection of an arbitrary
multiple of 1.0 is not science, does not conformw th CAA
section 112(d)(4), and does not protect public health.
The comenter stated that the selection of a H of 0.2 as
a rough screening tool seened reasonable, although it was

unsupported by any analysis. The commenter added that if
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a default H is used, then EPA should include a provision
that would disallowits use to exclude a facility from
MACT if better background information is avail able
suggesting the default H does not protect public health.
However, the commenter believed that the CAA does not
support an interpretation that includes the use of such a
default to all ow exenptions for individual sources. The
comment er believed that the expansion of the
interpretation to include non-threshold pollutants is in
direct conflict with section 112(d)(4).

The second commenter evaluated the four potenti al
options that EPA proposed to ensure that a risk analysis
under CAA section 112(d)(4) considered the total anbient
air concentrations of all the HAP to which the public is
exposed. Option 1, which requires that the H for al
pol l utants be no greater than 1.0, does not consider
addi ti onal sources or background and is unacceptabl e,
according to the commenter. Option 3, which uses
exi sting data such as NATA to determ ne background and
requires that the H be no greater than 1.0, is also
unaccept abl e, according to the commenter. The commenter
poi nted out that EPA has clearly stated at public

meetings that the NATA is not to be used to neke
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regul atory decisions. (As the first commenter noted,
NATA i nformation includes warnings that the information
is useful for |arge-scale planning purposes and not for
| ocal area assessnent.) The comrenter added that NATA
relies on data submtted to EPA voluntarily and has been
reported to consistently underestinate neasured
concentrations. Until EPA requires that HAP inventories
be subm tted as proposed in the Consolidated Em ssions
Reporting Rule (CERR), and the NATA conducts refined
nodel i ng around stationary sources, the comrenter argued
t hat NATA should not be considered for estimting
background concentrations. Option 4, which allows
i ndi vidual affected sources to nonitor the HAP
backgrounds for use in their own analysis, requires
oversi ght and evaluation by the States to ensure proper
site selections and anal ytical methods and shoul d not be
consi dered, according to the commenter. The commenter
bel i eved Option 2, which requires that the H be no
greater than 0.2, would be the only viable option at this
time using a conservative risk screening anal ysis.
However, the commenter did not endorse using any of the
proposed threshold Iimt applicability nethods to exenpt

process sources from NESHAP requirenents.
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Two ot her commenters raised additional objections to
EPA' s proposed met hodol ogi es for determ ning the
contribution of other sources to the overall hazard. The
first conmenter stated that EPA had not discussed the
need to assess cunul ative risks, aggregate exposures, and
heal th i npacts associated with exposure to chem cal
m xtures emtted fromaffected sources within the source
categories. The comenter referred EPA to the extensive
progress that has been nade in nore conpl etely addressing
ri sks fromexposure to air pollution and integrated
deci si onmaki ng in such areas as children’s risk issues,
cunul ati ve exposure, and chem cal m xtures. The
comment er requested that the recent advancenents be
incorporated into the risk assessnment methods and overal
cost estimtes associated with risk-based exenptions in
t he proposed rul es.

The second commenter stated that EPA s proposed
al ternative nmethodol ogies for determ ning the
contribution of other sources to cunulative risk are
unt enabl e and deeply flawed. According to the comenter,
the first and second approaches (H of 1.0 and H of 0.2)
woul d al | ow exenpti ons based on bl anket assunptions about

exposure, but EPA provided no basis for nmaking any
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assunmption. The commenter noted that the third option
suggests relying on existing estimtes of background
| evel s of certain HAP, but argued that these information
sources (e.g., NATA, ATSDR) are neither designed nor
adequately precise to be used as the basis of regulatory
applicability determ nations. According to the
coment er, EPA has cautioned that NATA em ssion estimtes
“cannot be used to identify exposures and risks for
specific individuals, or even to identify exposures and
risks in small geographic regions such as a specific
census tract.” (U.S. EPA, Limtations in the 1996
Nati onal - Scal e Air Toxics Assessnent) The comrenter
poi nted out that NATA does not estimte exposure to a
nunber of HAP, (e.g., hydrogen fluoride (HF), HC), and
the ATSDR profiles offer generalized assessnents, but are
not specific enough to establish as baseline for a given
facility.

Response: For today’'s final PCW rule, we are
considering an H limt of 1.0 to provide an anple margin
of safety for protecting public health under CAA section
112(c)(9). However, we do not feel that increasing the
H limt above 1.0 is justified by currently avail able

science. Safety factors are included in the dose-
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response values used to calculate the H to account for
scientific uncertainties, and their inclusion helps
ensure that using a H Iimt of 1.0 provides an anple
mar gi n of safety. The TOSHI approach for site-specific
risk assessnment in today’'s final PCWP rul e assunes
additivity in mxtures of chem cals that target the sane
organ system For their site-specific risk assessnents,
af fected sources are encouraged to determ ne TOSHI for
respiratory and CNS effects to sinplify analysis. More
detail ed analysis of m xture additivity, incorporating
mechani stic data and uncertainty and incl udi ng dose-
response data for specific m xtures, where avail able, may
al so be included in site-specific analyses using
scientifically-accepted, peer-reviewed nethodol ogi es.
Based on our anal ysis, noncancer inpacts were dom nated
primarily by inpacts on these systens and ot her target
organ systens were found to be negligibly inpacted. W
are not using background concentrations from NATA in
today’s final PCW rule. Several commenters presuned the
use of CAA section 112(d)(4) for the PCW rule as
proposed. However, we are using CAA section 112(c)(9)
and not section 112(d)(4). Discussion of our authority

to consi der background and nul ti pat hway exposures is
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provi ded el sewhere in this section.
Ti ered approach

Comment: Several commenters supported EPA s proposed
ti ered nodeling approach, which begins with sinple |ook-
up tables and progresses to nore refined facility-
specific risk assessments. One commenter noted that the
State of Wsconsin uses a tiered approach simlar to the
approach proposed by EPA, and in general, this approach
has worked well. The approach first allows sources to
denonstrate conpliance if their potential em ssions,
stack hei ght, and exhaust direction are within the ranges
provided in conservative |ook-up tables. The second tier
allows facilities to provide site-specific nodeling to
denonstrate conpliance with anbient air standards at the
property line. Another commenter added that EPA should
be flexible in accepting evolving inmprovenents in
exposure assessnent and ri sk nodeling, and shoul d take
into account the inherent strengths and weaknesses of the
types of nodeling used. A third commenter noted that
nost sources would use the tiered nodeling approach but
believed that facilities should be allowed to use any
EPA- approved nodeling technique to denonstrate that their

em ssions are below the applicable health benchmark. The
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comenter also recomended that, for the final PCWP rul e,
EPA adopt the nodel regulatory text that they provided
for the risk-based franmework

One comment er opposed EPA s proposed tiered nodeling
approach, stating that if EPA decided to pursue a generic
ri sk screeni ng approach under section 112(d)(4), it would
need to be conservative. According to the commenter, the
use of a (non-tiered) conservative approach would
represent the |least cost to the regulated comunity and
woul d be the |least tine-consumng for States review ng
the facility' s application.

Response: W acknow edge the nodel regulatory text
submtted by one of the commenters. However, as
di scussed el sewhere, we devel oped our own regul atory text
to specify how affected sources nust denonstrate that
they are part of the lowrisk subcategory through | ow
ri sk denonstrations. Also, we will be review ng the
| ow-ri sk denonstrations submtted by PCW affected
sources to renove the burden of review ng risk
assessnments from St at es.

W will review all risk assessnents perforned in
support of a denonstration of eligibility for the | ow

ri sk subcategory with regard to a variety of aspects,
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i ncl udi ng the consi stency of the nethodol ogy and nodel i ng
techniques with those currently accepted by the
scientific comunity and EPA. However, we will| consider
assessnments that use risk nmethodol ogy and nodel i ng
techniques in addition to or in lieu of those described
in EPA's “Air Toxics Risk Assessnment Reference Library,”
as appropriate, provided they have undergone scientific
peer review pertinent to their use in the submtted
assessnment.

Comment: One commenter stated that, for EPA to
conduct an up-front risk analysis, the procedure would
need to be conducted using the nost conservative stack
paraneters, with a hypothetical facility fence line to
sati sfy the many i npact scenarios that could occur.

Response: We conducted a rough risk assessnent to
estimte the number of PCWP affected sources that m ght
qualify for the delisted |lowrisk subcategory. The data
used in our rough risk assessnent were a conbi nati on of
facility-specific data (e.g., process unit throughput)
and i ndustry average data (e.g., industry average stack
paraneters, average em ssion factors for estimting
em ssions). Facilities do not qualify for the | owrisk

subcat egory based on our rough risk assessnent, with the
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exception of eight affected sources who were determ ned
to pose very low risk based on our analysis (i.e., with
TOSHI less than 0.1, and a cancer risk of less than 0.1
in 1 mllion). However, affected sources can qualify for
inclusion in the delisted subcategory by using site-
specific em ssions test data and the | ook-up tables or by
conducting a lowrisk denonstration, as described in
appendi x B to subpart DDDD of 40 CFR part 63 and in other
anal ytical tools such as the “Air Toxics Ri sk Assessnent

Ref erence Library,” (which nay be appropriate for
specific sources). Look-up tables were devel oped using
the health-protective air dispersion nodel SCREENS.
St ack hei ght and fenceline distance vary in the tables,
so affected sources will choose the nost appropriate
conbi nati on of these paraneters. Invariant facility
paranmeters built into the | ook-up tables are either
average val ues or biased towards heal t h-protective
val ues, based on avail able data. Thus, we believe the
| ook-up tables are appropriately health-protective to
accommodat e the many i npact scenarios that could occur.
Ri sk assessnent gui dance

Commrent: Several comenters stated that EPA negl ected

to followits own guidelines and science policies inits
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proposal for risk-based exenptions. One commenter argued
t hat EPA had proposed a di sorgani zed and cursory approach
to inplement risk-based exenptions that fell far bel ow
the quality of risk analysis typically required by EPA
across its other prograns. According to the comenter,
t he proposal did not adhere to EPA s established
gui delines for characterizing human health and ecol ogi cal
ri sks, did not incorporate risk assessnment guidelines for
conducting nmulti-pathway risk assessnents, and did not
reference EPA guidelines for cumrmulative risk assessnent
t hat specifically require consideration of non-inhal ation
pat hways. The commenter noted that EPA's March 1995 Ri sk
Characterization Policy set goals of transparency,
clarity, consistency, and reasonabl eness which apply to
ri sk assessnment practices across EPA. The commenter
argued that the inconsistencies between EPA s proposal to
provi de risk-based exenptions in the MACT standard
process and its risk assessnment guidelines woul d
under m ne many regul atory prograns throughout EPA.

The commenter stated that the risk-based schenme was
based on a fundamental m sunderstanding of the use of
public health and ecol ogical risk assessnents in the

regul atory process. The commenter added that the Federal
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ri sk assessnment guidelines require EPA to conduct risk
assessnents consistently across all Federal environnmental
prograns. According to the commenter, the approaches
outlined by industry’ s white papers neglected to include
ri sk characterization, which provides needed and
appropriate information to decision nmakers. The
approaches also did not incorporate the critical
recommendati on of the Comm ssion of Ri sk Assessnent and
Ri sk Managenent to establish a framework for stakehol der-
based ri sk managenent deci sion maki ng. The comrenter
stated that these om ssions in the proposal would prevent
regul at ory agencies fromdenonstrating to the public that
public health and the environnent are adequately

pr ot ect ed.

Several commenters stated that EPA al so needed to be
consistent with residual risk guidelines currently under
devel opnent. One commenter stated that the tools needed
to identify sources eligible for the risk-based exenption
woul d be the sane tools necessary for a CAA section
112(f) residual risk assessnent, which the comrenter
under st ood were not yet ready for general use. Another
commenter noted that the cancer risk guidelines are

currently undergoing public review
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A third commenter stated they had serious reservations
about EPA s apparent attenpt to conduct an ad-hoc risk
anal ysis for specific source categories by seeking
comments on the specific elements to be included in the
ri sk analysis. The commenter did not believe these
rul emaki ngs were an adequate forumto develop this risk
anal ysis process. The commenter indicated that any risk
anal ysi s conducted by the EPA nust adhere to the risk
assessnent principles outlined in the Residual Risk
Report to Congress.

One commenter argued that the proposal is consistent
with EPA risk assessnent gui delines and policies and
bel i eved that others’ technical objections were wthout
merit. The comenter added that the contenplated risk-
based applicability criteria were not in conflict with
the classification of carcinogens and noncarci nogens.

Response: We di scussed a tiered anal ytical
approach in the preanble to the proposed rul e, beginning
with relatively sinple |ookup tables and foll owed by
increasingly nore site-specific but nore resource
intensive tiers of analysis, with each tier being nore
refined. 1In today’s final rule, we are adopting a

sonmewhat different approach for neeting the requirenents
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of CAA section 112(c)(9), as discussed el sewhere in this
preanble. The basis for this approach stens fromthe
general air toxics assessnent approach presented in the
Resi dual Ri sk Report to Congress, which was devel oped
with full consideration of EPA risk assessnent policy,
gui dance, and net hodol ogy.

Section 112(c)(9) of the CAA requires us to determ ne
whet her the public and the environnment are protected.
Any analyses we did to establish the feasibility of the
ri sk-based approach or to develop health-protective | ook-
up tabl es included consideration of human health as well
as ecological criteria. The supporting information to
the final rule details the assessnent we conducted to
determne the feasibility of delisting a |owrisk
subcat egory and the | ook-up tables we devel oped to be
used by affected sources in their denonstrations, thereby
providing a public denonstration of the nethod enpl oyed
to ensure protection of the public health and environnent
i n decisions associated with this rule. Addi tionally,
protecti on against the potential for exposures via non-
i nhal ati on pat hways (e.g., ingestion) for persistent,
bi oaccunul ative HAP is al so inherent in the values in the

| ook-up tables. As discussed previously, and in the
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supporting information for the final rule, we conducted a
screeni ng assessnment of nultipathway and ecol ogi cal
effects for the PCWP source category. W concl uded that
mul ti pat hway risks are considerably |ower than predicted
maxi mum i nhal ati on risks and that it is unlikely that
PCWP affected sources woul d pose any significant risk to
near by ecosystens. Therefore, affected sources are not
required to conduct site-specific nultipathway and

ecol ogi cal risk assessnments as part of their lowrisk
denonstrati ons.

We agree that the tools needed to identify sources
eligible for the delisted |owrisk subcategory of PCW
facilities are the sane tools necessary for a CAA section
112(f) residual risk assessnent. And, as stated in the
Resi dual Ri sk Report to Congress, we intend to rely on
t he general nethodol ogy and process illustrated by the
framewor k presented in that report in our risk assessnent
activities throughout the air toxics program Affected
sources nust denonstrate eligibility for the delisted
| ow-ri sk subcategory using either a |ook-up table
anal ysis (based on the | ook-up tables included in
appendi x B to subpart DDDD of this part) or using the

suggested site-specific nmethodol ogy descri bed together
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with the criteria in appendix B to subpart DDDD of this
part. The "Air Toxics Ri sk Assessnent Library,"
devel oped specifically for EPA s Residual Ri sk program
is provided as an exanple of one docunent that could be
used for these facility-specific risk assessnents. This
docunment has been peer-reviewed and was devel oped
according to the principles, tools and net hods outli ned
in the Residual Risk Report to Congress. However, it may
not be appropriate for all sources, and for that reason
sources and EPA may consider alternative analytical tools
for these risk assessnments.

The comment that the new cancer guidelines are still
under review is correct but, as stated in the Novenber

29, 2001 Federal Register notice (66 FR 59593), these

1999 draft guidelines are to be considered the interim
gui dance. 8
4. I nplenmentation
State and | ocal resources
Comment: Several commenters contended that the

proposal would place a very intensive resource demand on

8U. S. EPA. 1999. Cuidelines for Carcinogen Risk
Assessnent.
NCEA- F- 0644. Ri sk Assessnment Forum Washi ngton, DC
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State and | ocal agencies (e.g., permtting authorities)
to review sources’ risk assessnments. State and | ocal
agenci es may not have expertise in risk assessnent
met hodol ogy or the resources needed to verify information
submtted with each risk assessnent. The commenters
argued that, if EPA intends to have the affected
i ndustries conduct the analysis, then EPA nust consider
the cost incurred by States, which may | ack the necessary
expertise to evaluate and review t hese anal yses.

One commenter pointed out that the proposal only
consi dered cost for the regul ated source category, and
not for regulatory agencies. According to the comenter,
EPA did not consider the cost and resources associ ated
with the following: (1) the public process required in
reviewi ng and approving the proposed approaches and, if
approved, maki ng substantial changes to existing
regul ations; (2) the devel opnent of methods and gui dance
for human health and ecol ogical risk assessnents of
affected sources; (3) the review by already budgetarily
constrai ned State agencies of the assessnents and
assurance of adequate public participation in the
process; and (4) the collection and verification of

source-specific data needed for conducting risk
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assessnents (e.g., em ssions data and stack paraneters).
The comrenter added that the proposal did not address the
critical need for qualified risk assessors to eval uate
the scientific and technical basis for exenpting affected
sources fromregul ation on a case-by-case basis. The
comenter estimated that if one additional full-tinme
enpl oyee (FTE) were required per State to review risk-
based exenptions, then the cost would be an additional
$7.5 mllion annually.

Anot her comment er pointed out that the ongoing
assurance that lowrisk affected sources remain |ow risk
woul d al so increase the burden for the State and | ocal
agencies. The commenter also stated that diverting State
and | ocal resources to focus on presumably insignificant
sources woul d detract fromefforts associated with
significant sources.

A third commenter stated that, since States generally
do not have the right staff or resources to hire
addi tional staff to review |l engthy and conplex risk
anal yses, they may refuse del egati on of the PCW rul e,
whi ch would shift the burden to EPA in a tinme of tight
budgets. According to the comenter, |arge expenditures

are not justified when only a small nunber of facilities
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may end up qualifying for an exenption.

By contrast, several comrenters stated that a risk-
based program approaches could be structured and
i npl emented in a manner that would not inpose a
substantial cost or resource burden on States. One
commenter stated that assuring conpliance with risk-based
applicability criteria would be straightforward and would
not entail an added resource burden. Another commenter
suggested that EPA work closely with States and industry
to i nplenent the risk-based approach in a non-burdensone
manner. Two comenters stated that the risk-based
approaches, |ike other MACT standards, would sinply be
i ncorporated into each State’'s existing title V program
Because the title V framework already exists, the
addition of a risk-based MACT standard woul d not require
States to overhaul existing permtting progranms. One
commenter stated that the risk-based approach woul d not
i ncrease the nunmber of sources regul ated by each State.
The comrenter believed that the final MACT rule itself
shoul d set forth the applicability criteria, including
the threshold | evels of exposure, that sources nust neet
to qualify for a risk-based determ nation. Each source

woul d have the burden of denobnstrating that its exposures
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are below this |imt, and, therefore, the States would
not be required to develop their own risk assessnent
gui dance or to conduct source-specific risk assessnents.
One commenter stated that the risk assessnent guidance to
be issued by EPA within the next several nonths would
stream ine the risk-based approach and further reduce any
burden on the States. Three comenters supported having
St at es charge reasonabl e increased fees (as a conponent
of annual operating permt fees or other fees) to cover
any significant additional workload demands associ at ed
with review ng nore-detailed tier 2/3 nodeling.

Response: W acknow edge that review of the
eligibility denonstrations for the delisted |owrisk
subcategory will require resources for verification of
information and may require expertise in risk assessnment
met hodol ogy that is not yet available in some States. W
al so acknowl edge that States may choose to reject
del egation of the final PCW rule. To alleviate these
concerns and to ensure consistency in the applicability
determ nations for the delisted |lowrisk subcategory from
State-to-State, we wll review and approve/ di sapprove the
| ow-ri sk subcategory eligibility denonstrations submtted

by PCWP facilities. As nentioned previously in this
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preanbl e, we encourage facilities to submt their
assessnents for review early to facilitate a tinely
revi ew process.

We have consi dered the above comments in devel opi ng
the criteria defining the delisted |owrisk subcategory
of PCWP affected sources, and we feel that the approach
that is included in today’'s final PCW rule provides
clear, flexible requirenments and enforceabl e conpliance
paranmeters. Today's final PCW rule provides two ways
that an affected source may denonstrate that it is part
of the delisted lowrisk subcategory of PCW affected
sources. First, | ook-up tables, which are included in
appendi x B to subpart DDDD of this part, allow affected
sources to determne, using a limted nunber of site-
specific input paraneters, whether em ssions fromtheir
sources mght cause an H |limt to be exceeded. Finally,
a site-specific nodeling approach can be used by those
af fected sources that cannot denonstrate that they are
part of the delisted | owrisk subcategory using the | ook-
up tables. Wth respect to guidance for performng | ow
ri sk denonstrations, one possible avail able set of
procedures for performng risk assessnments is discussed

in EPA"s “Air Toxics Ri sk Assessnent Reference Library,”
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and may be used, where appropriate.

Only a portion of the 223 PCWP mmj or sources w ||
submt eligibility denmonstrations for |owrisk
subcategory. O this portion of mmjor sources, we feel
that nmost will find thenselves in the |lowrisk
subcat egory based on screening anal yses (e.g., |ook-up
table). However, it is likely that sonme facilities wll
submt nore detailed risk nodeling results. W are
experienced in reviewing em ssion test results and site-
specific risk assessnents and will allocate resources for
conpl etion of these tasks. W wll review and
approve/ di sapprove | ow-risk subcategory eligibility
denonstrations based on | ook-up table anal yses and | ow
ri sk denonstrations. Follow ng review of each |owrisk
subcategory eligibility denonstration for a facility, we
will issue a letter of approval/disapproval to the
facility and will send a carbon copy to the facility’s
title V permtting authority to be used to devel op
source-specific permt terns and conditions that wll
ensure that the source remains eligible for the low risk
subcategory. The letter of notification regarding
approval / di sapproval of an affected source’ s |ow risk

denonstration will also be sent to any other interested
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st akehol ders. The criteria for |lowrisk subcategory
delisting are clearly spelled out in today's final PCW
rule, along with criteria needed to ensure that affected
sources in the lowrisk subcategory remain |low risk
Because these requirenents are clearly spelled out in
today’ s final PCWP rule and because any standards or
requi renments created under CAA section 112 are consi dered
appl i cabl e requirenents under 40 CFR part 70, the terns
and conditions denmonstrating eligibility for menbership
in the delisted I owrisk subcategory woul d be
incorporated into title V permts, pursuant to State’'s
existing permtting prograns.

Wth respect to the burden associated with ongoi ng
assurance that affected sources remain |low risk, the
burden to States of assuring that affected sources
continue to be lowrisk will be no nore than the burden
associated with ongoing title V enforcenent because the
paranmeters that rendered an lowrisk will be reflected in
terms and conditions to be incorporated into the title V
permt. W have devel oped continuous conpliance
requirenments for affected sources that initially qualify
as low risk, and the affected sources will be responsible

for denonstrating that they continue to be lowrisk if
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changes are made to the affected sources’ operations that
woul d affect the risk that the affected sources pose to
human health and the environnent. W will review and
approve/ di sapprove revised |lowrisk denonstrations.

Wth respect to our consideration of the public
process required in review ng/approving the proposed
approaches and maki ng substantial changes to existing
regul ati ons, our inclusion of a risk-based conpliance
option in today's final PCW rule applies only to the
PCWP rul e and does not directly inpact other regul ations.
Furthernmore, the PCWP proposal provided the public with
the opportunity to coment on the consideration of risk
in the final PCWP rule.

Regardi ng the assurance of adequate public
participation in the process of reviewing the risk
anal yses, the risk-based conpliance options are part of a
rule that was subject to public comment. The supporting
information to the final rule details the assessnment we
conducted to determ ne the feasibility of delisting a
| ow-ri sk subcategory and the | ook-up tables we devel oped
to be used by affected sources in their denopnstrations,

t hereby providing a public denmonstration of the nethod

enpl oyed to ensure protection of the public health and
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envi ronnment in decisions associated with the final rule.
We will be responsible for reviewing the |Iowrisk
denonstrations, but, simlar to facilities requesting
applicability determ nations regardi ng pronul gated
standards, individual |lowrisk denmonstrations will not be
subject to public review and coment. We will, however,
periodically publish updating notices in the FEederal
Regi ster identifying any additional nmenbers of the |ow
ri sk PCWP subcategory (or deletions therefrom, again,
simlarly to how we update notices regarding
applicability determ nations. These actions wl|l
represent final agency actions for purposes of judicial
revi ew under CAA section 307(b)(1). However, the
paranmeters that rendered a facility of the lowrisk
subcategory will be incorporated into a title V permt
and subject to the public review process through title V.

Comment: One commenter stated that if EPA intends to
have the affected i ndustries conduct the analysis, then
EPA nust consider the additional cost incurred by smaller
sources to do the analysis.

Response: As nentioned previously, there are two ways
that a PCW facility may denonstrate eligibility for the

delisted | owrisk subcategory: (1) |ook-up tables, and
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(2) a site-specific nodeling approach that can be used by
af fected sources that cannot denonstrate eligibility for
the delisted | owrisk subcategory using the | ook-up
tables. The | ook-up tables included in appendix B to
subpart DDDD of this part allow affected sources to
determne, using a limted nunber of site-specific input
paraneters, whether they are eligible for the |low-risk
subcategory. Attenpting to denonstrate eligibility for
the delisted | owrisk subcategory is conpletely
voluntary. Affected sources that are not eligible for
the delisted | owrisk subcategory based on | ook-up tables
are not required to pursue a site-specific analysis
(which can be increasingly conplex and expensive as it
becomes nmore refined). Each facility nust weigh the
costs of making a lowrisk denonstration with the costs
of MACT conpliance. W feel that in general the costs
associated with denonstrating eligibility for the | ow
ri sk subcategory will be |lower than the costs associ ated
with conplying with MACT for many facilities,
particularly smaller facilities and other facilities that
have not already otherw se installed pollution controls.
The majority of the cost associated with denonstrating

eligibility for the delisted |owrisk subcategory wll be
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em ssions testing costs. Snmaller facilities have fewer
process units to be tested, and, because of their | ower
production rates relative to larger facilities, they wll
al so likely have | ower em ssions. Thus, smaller PCW
af fected sources may be nore likely than their | arger
counterparts to fall into the delisted | owrisk
subcategory. Successfully denonstrating eligibility for
the lowrisk provisions will result in cost-savings for
smal ler facilities because these facilities will not have
to expend the costs (e.g., the costs of installing
operating, and maintaining em ssion controls) for MACT
conpl i ance.

The cost and econom c anal yses devel oped as part of
t he MACT rul emaki ng were based on the costs to instal
controls and comply with the MACT requirenents. The
costs associated with voluntarily conducting ri sk
anal yses were not estimated. Therefore, our estimte of
costs associated with today's final PCWP rule are
conservative, because the control costs are significantly
hi gher than the costs of conducting em ssions tests and
ri sk anal yses.

Title V

Comment: Two commenters opposed i nplenmenting the
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ri sk-based approaches through the States’ existing title
V progranms. One commenter stated that risk-based
exenptions are such an inplausible interpretation of the
CAA that States do not even have the authority to grant
t hem under their title V permt progranms. The commenter
was not aware of any approach to ensure that em ssions
remai n below specified |l evels. According to the
commenter, MACT standard applicability is the gate-keeper
for being subject to atitle V operating permt. Once a
source is exenpt froma MACT standard, it would be exenpt
fromthe nonitoring, reporting and recordkeeping
requi renents needed to denonstrate conpli ance.

The other commenter stated that inplenmenting the CAA
section 112(d)(4) exenption interpretation through title
V woul d be unl awful and unworkable. The commenter stated
t hat Congress knew how to authorize States to establish
case-by-case em ssion standards and i npl enent them using
post-rul emaking title V permts because it did so in CAA
section 112(j). However, it did not do so in section
112(d)(4). The comrenter argued that EPA | acks the
authority to delegate section 112(d)(4) to the States and
may not inplenment any section 112(d)(4) applicability

cutoff through a post-rul emaki ng nechani sm such as a
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title Vpermt. Wth the exception of carefully
del i neat ed conpliance nonitoring, reporting, and
certification provisions in the statute, title V permts
may not create applicable requirenments or exenptions from
applicable requirenments. The commenter added that, even
if this approach is legal, it is still unworkabl e because
of the resource challenges faced by States and the
w despread delays in issuing title V permts. The
commenter noted that State permt engineers and officials
that prepare and issue title V permts generally are not
experts in risk assessnment or air dispersion nodeling.
According to the commenter, States and the public would
be confronted with nore self-serving facility argunents
and data than could be adequately scrutinized, which
could cause inportant health and risk determ nations to
be rubber stanped or cause the permt process to grind to
a halt. The comenter added that nost State title V
permt prograns are already behind the statute’s permt
i ssuance deadlines, and inplenmentation of EPA s risk-
based approach woul d exacerbate this unlawful situation
further.

Several comenters supported i nmplenenting the risk-

based approaches in the PCWP rule as proposed through the
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States’ existing title V prograns. One comenter
suggested that States which qualify and choose to do so
shoul d be del egated the authority to inplenment the risk-
based alternatives. The conmenter added that this woul d
allow States to coordi nate between the MACT alternatives
and State air toxics requirenents.

A second comenter stated that inplenenting the CAA
section 112(d)(4) risk-based approach though title V
woul d be [ awful and workable. According to the
commenter, no facility-specific post-rul emaking
mechani sms nor expansion of the scope of title V permt
process woul d be necessary, just the incorporation of the
NESHAP s ri sk-based conpliance option, which would
contain the criteria for showi ng what the source woul d
have to meet to qualify for the risk-based approach. The
commenter stated that the objections from other
comenters to the risk-based criteria were invalid,
arguing that their objections were in tension with the
concl usi ons of a CAAAC Workgroup on State/Local/Tribal
air toxics issues and that their comments provided no
basis for concluding that States lack the |legal authority
to i nplenent the risk-based approach

A third commenter noted that title V permts could
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provi de enforceable limtations, appropriate
recordkeepi ng requi rements, and periodic review upon
renewal . The commenter added that, since the PCWP rul e
woul d apply only to mpjor sources, title V permts
al ready are required and would not be an added burden;
title V could also be used to inplenment applicability
cutoffs. However, the workload involved with the options
requiring nodeling, ambient nonitoring, or other means to
establ i sh background concentrations woul d be a hi ndrance
to any i nplenmentation mechanism The commenter stated
that, with respect to potential risk-based provisions,
monitoring is nore useful for denmonstrating non-
conpliance than conpliance because the regul ati on would
apply to potential em ssions under any weat her
conditions, whereas nonitoring reflects current weather
and em ssion conditions.

A fourth commenter suggested changes to the 863. 2240
of the proposed rule that would incorporate permtting
procedures simlar to those under 40 CFR part 70, which
woul d allow facilities that pose little risk in their
respective airsheds to apply for a risk determnation to
be incorporated into their title V permts. Each source

applying to be permtted as a subcategorized toxic
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emtter with an acceptable risk determ nation would be
required to performdetailed risk analyses for review by
the public at large, local citizens, State agencies, and
Federal authorities. This permtting exercise would
al | ow managers of the airshed to develop customfit
conpliance plans that address source-specific risks and
woul d allow the nost flexibility for forest producers to
reduce their identified risks.

Response: As discussed previously, we have determ ned
that a CAA section 112(d)(4) risk-based exenpti on woul d
not be appropriate for the PCWP source category.
| nst ead, using our discretion in establishing
subcat egori es of sources based on size, type, class, or
ot her appropriate criteria under CAA sections 112(d)(1)
and (c)(1), we have established a |lowrisk subcategory of
PCWP facilities, and delisted that subcategory under CAA
section 112(c)(9)(B). The requirenmnents for qualifying
for and remaining in the delisted |lowrisk subcategory
are clearly spelled out in appendix B to subpart DDDD of
this part, and any standards or requirenments created
under CAA section 112 are consi dered applicable
requi renments under 40 CFR part 70. Unless a PCWP source

meets these conditions, it will remain subject to the
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PCWP MACT rules. Therefore, the paraneters used to
denonstrate that facilities are part of the delisted | ow
ri sk subcategory would be incorporated into title V
permts as federally enforceable permt ternms, and States
woul d not have to overhaul existing permtting prograns.
We note that our rules inplenenting title V of the CAA
specifically provide for situations such as this. For
exanple, in its provisions governing what types of permt
revi sions may proceed through the abbreviated “m nor
permt nodification” process, our rules state that such
procedures may not be used “to establish or change a
permt termor condition for which there is no
correspondi ng underlying applicable requirenment and that
t he source has assuned to avoid an applicable requirenent
to which the source woul d ot herwi se be subject.” 40 CFR
70.7(e)(2)(i)(A(4); 40 CFR 71.7(e) (D) (i)(A(4). W feel
that permt terns reflecting a |l ow risk PCW source’s
eligibility clearly represent such terns, and are,
therefore, allowed under title V. Also, such ternms would
be required to be added or revised through the nore
formal “significant nodification” procedures of 40 CFR
70.7(e)(4) and 40 CFR 71.7(e)(3).

Facilities that qualify as part of the delisted | ow



365
ri sk subcategory will initially denonstrate that they are
| ow-risk using either the | ook-up tables or site-specific
monitoring. They wll denonstrate that risk does not
i ncrease by docunmenting that paranmeters that inpact the
ri sk analysis do not change in a way that increases risk.
Facilities will not be required to performdetailed risk
anal yses for public review, although the public will have
an opportunity to coment on draft permt ternms and
conditions that reflect |ow risk denonstrations, and to
judicially challenge final EPA approvals of eligibility
denonstrations under CAA section 307(b)(1).

We acknow edge the resource chall enges faced by
States, and, therefore, we will retain the authority to
revi ew and approve/ di sapprove the | owrisk subcategory
eligibility denonstrations submtted by PCWP facilities.

Wth regard to the title V permt prograns being
behind the statute’'s permt issuance deadlines, the
i ncorporation of the NESHAP requirenents is a necessary
step that will require some resources. Inclusion of the
| ow-ri sk subcategory delisting should be a
straightforward part of the process and should not cause
significant del ay.

V. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews
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A. Executive Order 12866: Reqgul at ory Pl anni nhg and

Revi ew

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735 (Cctober 4,
1993)), the Agency nust determ ne whether the regul atory
action is “significant” and, therefore, subject to OVB
review and the requirenments of the Executive Order. The
Order defines “significant regulatory action” as one that
is likely to result in a rule that may:

(1) have an annual effect on the econony of $100
mllion or nore or adversely affect in a material way the
econony, a sector of the econony, productivity,
conpetition, jobs, the environnent, public health or
safety, or State, local, or tribal governnents or
comruni ti es;

(2) create a serious inconsistency or otherw se
interfere with an action taken or planned by another
agency;

(3) materially alter the budgetary inpact of
entitlenments, grants, user fees, or |loan prograns, or the
ri ghts and obligation of recipients thereof; or

(4) raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of
| egal mandates, the President’s priorities, or the

principles set forth in the Executive Order
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Pursuant to the terms of Executive Order 12866, it
has been determ ned that the final rule is a “significant
regul atory action” because the annual costs of conplying
with the final rule are expected to exceed $100 mlli on.
As such, this action was submtted to OVMB for EO 12866
review. Changes nade in response to OMB suggestions or
recommendati ons are docunented in the public record (see
ADDRESSEES section of this preanble).

We did not estimate health and wel fare benefits
associ ated with changes in em ssions of HAP, CO VOC, PM
NO, and SO, for the final rule.

B. Paper wor k Reducti on Act

The information collection requirenments in the final
rul e have been submtted for approval to the OVB under
t he Paperwork Reduction Act, 44 U S.C. 3501 et seq. (ICR
1984.02) The information collection requirenents are not
enf orceabl e until OVB approves them

The information requirenments are based on
notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents
in the NESHAP General Provisions (40 CFR part 63, subpart
A), which are mandatory for all operators subject to
national em ssion standards. These recordkeepi ng and

reporting requirenents are specifically authorized by
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section 114 of the CAA (42 U S.C. 7414). Al information
submtted to the EPA pursuant to the recordkeepi ng and
reporting requirenments for which a claim of
confidentiality is made i s saf eguarded according to
Agency policies set forth in 40 CFR part 2, subpart B.

Today’s final rule will require maintenance
i nspections of the control devices but will not require
any notifications or reports beyond those required by the
NESHAP General Provisions. The recordkeeping
requirenents require only the specific informati on needed
to assure conpliance.

The annual nonitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping
burden for this collection (averaged over the first 3
years after the effective date of the rule) is estimted
to be 4,692 | abor hours per year, at a total annual cost
of $250,528. This estimate includes notifications that
facilities are subject to the rule; notifications of
performance tests; notifications of conpliance status,
including the results of performance tests and ot her
initial conpliance denonstrations that do not include
performance tests; SSMreports; sem annual conpliance
reports; and recordkeeping. In addition to the

requi renments of 40 CFR part 63, subpart A, facilities
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that wish to inplenment em ssions averagi ng provisions
must submt an EAP. Facilities may al so submt a request
for a routine control device naintenance exenption to
justify the need for routine maintenance on the control
device and to show how the facilities plan to m nim ze
enm ssions to the greatest extent possible during the
mai nt enance. The average nunber of respondents during
the 3-year period after the effective date of the rule is
220, and the average nunber of responses estinmated to be
submtted is 197. The resulting estimted burden per
response is 24 hours. Total capital/startup costs
associated with the testing, nonitoring, reporting, and
recordkeepi ng requirenents over the 3-year period of the
|CR are estimated to be $122,040, with operation and
mai nt enance costs of $5, 178.

Burden neans the total tinme, effort, or financial
resources expended by persons to generate, maintain,
retain, or disclose or provide information to or for a
Federal agency. This includes the tine needed to review
instructions; devel op, acquire, install, and utilize
technol ogy and systens for the purposes of collecting,
val i dating, and verifying information, processing and

mai nt ai ning i nformati on, and di scl osing and providi ng
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i nformation; adjust the existing ways to conply with any
previously applicable instructions and
requi renents; train personnel to be able to respond to a
coll ection of information; search data sources; conplete
and review the collection of information; and transmt or
ot herwi se di scl ose the informtion.

An agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is
not required to respond to, a collection of information
unless it displays a currently valid OVB control nunber.
The OVB control nunmbers for EPA' s regulations are |isted
in 40 CFR part 9 and 48 CFR chapter 15. The OVB control
nunbers for the information collection requirenents in
the final rule will be listed in an anendnent to 40 CFR

part 9 in a subsequent Federal Register docunment after

OMB approves the | CR

C. Requl atory Flexibility Analvysis

The EPA has determned that it is not necessary to
prepare a regulatory flexibility analysis in connection
with this final rule. The EPA has al so determ ned that
the final rule will not have a significant econom c
i npact on a substantial nunber of small entities.

For purposes of assessing the inpacts of today’ s final

rule on small entities, small entity is defined as: (1)
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a smal|l business ranging from500 to 750 enpl oyees
dependi ng on the businesses NAICS code; (2) a snal
governnmental jurisdiction that is a governnent of a city,
county, town, school district or special district with a
popul ati on of |ess than 50,000; and (3) a snall
organi zation that is any not-for-profit enterprise which
is independently owned and operated and is not dom nant
inits field.

After considering the econom c inpact of today’s final
rule on small entities, EPA has concluded that this
action will not have a significant econom c inpact on a
substanti al nunber of small entities. W have determ ned
that, based on SBA size definitions for the affected
i ndustries and reported sal es and enpl oynent data, 17 of
t he 52 conpani es, or 32 percent, owning affected
facilities are small businesses. Although small
busi nesses represent 32 percent of the conpanies within
t he source category, they are expected to incur 8 percent
of the total industry conpliance costs of $142 mllion.
There are three small firns with conpliance costs equal
to or greater than 3 percent of their sales. In
addition, there are seven small firms with cost-to-sales

rati os between 1 and 3 percent.
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We perfornmed an econom c inpact analysis to estinmate
t he changes in product price and production quantities
for the firms affected by this rule. The analysis shows
that of the 32 facilities owned by affected small firns,
one small firm woul d be expected to shut down rather than
i ncur the cost of conpliance with the rule. Although any
facility closure is cause for concern, it should be noted
that the baseline economc condition of the facilities
predicted to close affects the closure estimte provided
by the economi c nodel. Facilities which are already
experiencing adverse econom c conditions for reasons
unconnected to this rule are nore vulnerable to the
i npact of any new costs than those that are not.

The anal ysis indicates that the final rule should not
generate a significant econom c inpact on a substanti al
nunmber of small entities for the PCW manufacturing
source category for the follow ng reasons. First, of the
ten small firnms that have conpliance costs greater than 1
percent of sales, three small firms have conpliance costs
of greater than 3 percent of sales. Second, the results
of the econom c inpact analysis show that one facility
owned by a small firmout of the 32 facilities owned by

affected small firms may close due to the inplenentation
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of the final rule. The facility that may cl ose rather
than incur the cost of conpliance appears to have | ow
profitability levels currently. It also should be noted
that the estimate of conpliance costs for this facility
is likely to be an overestimate due to the |ack of
facility-specific data available to assign a precise
control cost in this case.

Al t hough the final rule will not have a significant
econom ¢ i npact on a substantial number of snall
entities, EPA nonetheless has tried to reduce the inpact
of the rule on small entities. First, we considered
subcat egori zati on based on production and throughput
| evel to determ ne whether smaller process units would
have a different MACT fl oor than |arger process units.
Qur data show that subcategorization based on size would
not result in a less stringent |evel of control for the
smal | er process units. Second, we chose to set the
control requirenments at the MACT floor control |evel and
not at a control |evel nore stringent. Thus, the control
| evel specified in the final PCW rule is the | east
stringent allowed by the CAA. Third, the final rule
contains nmultiple conpliance options to provide

facilities with the flexibility to comply in the | east
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costly manner while maintaining a workable and

enf orceabl e rule. The conpliance options include

em ssions averagi ng and PBCO which allow inherently | ow
emtting process units to conply without installing add-
on control devices and facilities to use innovative
technol ogy and P2 met hods. Fourth, the final rule
includes multiple test nethod options for neasuring

met hanol , formal dehyde, and total HAP. Fifth, the final
rule allows PCWP facilities to denonstrate eligibility
for the delisted |lowrisk subcategory and thereby avoid
MACT al together. In addition, we worked with vari ous
trade associations during the devel opnent of the final
rul e.

As discussed in earlier sections of this preanble, we
present the inpacts of the rule associated with allow ng
PCWP facilities to denonstrate eligibility for the
delisted | owrisk subcategory and thereby avoid MACT
al together. The nunber of small businesses inpacted is
reduced to seven fromthe original 17, and the total
nunmber of busi nesses inpacted is reduced to 42, down from
the original 52. Small businesses represent 17 percent
of the conpanies within the source category, which is

down fromthe 32 percent estimate for the final rule.
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These smal | busi nesses are expected to incur 4 percent of
the total industry conpliance costs of $75 mllion (the
costs considering inclusion of the delisted |owrisk
subcategory). There are no small firms with conpliance
costs equal to or greater than 3 percent of their sales
as conpared to three for the final rule. In addition,
there are four small firms with cost-to-sales ratios
between 1 and 3 percent, which is down from seven for the
final rule.

D. Unf unded Mandat es Ref or m Act

Title Il of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995
(UVRA), Public Law 104-4, establishes requirenents for
Federal agencies to assess the effects of their
regul atory actions on State, |ocal, and tribal
governnents and the private sector. Under section 202 of
the UVRA, EPA generally nmust prepare a witten statenent,
i ncluding a cost-benefit analysis, for proposed and fi nal
rules with “Federal mandates” that may result in
expenditures by State, local, and Tribal governnents, in
aggregate, or by the private sector, of $100 mlIlion or
more in any 1 year. Before pronmulgating an EPA rule for
which a witten statement is needed, section 205 of the

UVRA generally requires EPA to identify and consider a
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reasonabl e nunmber of regulatory alternatives and adopt
the | east-costly, nobst cost-effective, or |east-
burdensonme al ternative that achieves the objectives of
the rule. The provisions of section 205 do not apply
when they are inconsistent with applicable | aw
Mor eover, section 205 allows EPA to adopt an alternative
ot her than the |least-costly, nost cost-effective, or
| east - burdensone alternative if the Adm nistrator
publishes with the final rule an explanation why that
alternative was not adopted. Before EPA establishes any
regul atory requirenents that may significantly or
uni quely affect small governnents, including tribal
governnments, it nust have devel oped under section 203 of
the UMRA a small government agency plan. The plan nust
provide for notifying potentially affected small
governnments, enabling officials of affected snal
governnments to have neaningful and tinmely input in the
devel opnent of EPA regul atory proposals with significant
Federal intergovernnmental mandates, and inform ng,
educating, and advising small governnents on conpliance
with the regulatory requirenents.

Since the final rule is estimated to inpose costs to

the private sector in excess of $100 mllion per year, it
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is considered a significant regulatory action.
Therefore, we have prepared the following statenent with
respect to sections 202 through 205 of the UMRA.
1. Statutory Authority

This final rule establishes control requirenents for
exi sting and new PCWP sources pursuant to section 112 of
the CAA. The CAA requires NESHAP to reflect the maxi mum
degree of reduction in em ssions of HAP that is
achievable. This is commonly referred to as MACT.
Section 112(d)(3) of the CAA further defines a m ninum
| evel of control that can be considered for MACT
st andards, commonly referred to as the MACT fl oor, which
for new sources is the |level of control achieved by the
best controlled simlar source, and for existing sources
is the |l evel of control achieved by the average of the
best perform ng 12 percent of sources in the category (or
t he best-performng five sources for categories wth
fewer than 30 sources).

Control technol ogies and their performance are
di scussed in the background information docunment for this
proposal (Docket nunbers A-98-44 and OAR-2003-0048). W
consi dered em ssion reductions, costs, environnmental

i npacts, and energy inpacts in selecting the MACT
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standards. The final standards achieve sizable
reductions in HAP and ot her pollutant eni ssions.
2. Social Costs and Benefits

The regul atory anal yses prepared for the final rule,
i ncludi ng our assessnent of costs and benefits, is
detailed in the “Regul atory I npact Analysis for the
Pl ywood and Conposite Wod Products NESHAP” in Docket ID
No. A-98-44. Based on estinmated conpliance costs
associated with the final rule and the predicted change
in prices and production in the affected industries, the
estimated social costs of the final rule are $135.1
mllion (1999 dollars). The social costs of the final
rule are the costs inposed upon society as a result of
efforts toward conpliance, and include the effects upon
consuners of products made by the affected facilities.

It is estimated that 3 years after inplenmentation of
the final rule, HAP would be reduced by 9,700 My/yr
(11,000 tons/yr) due to reductions in formal dehyde,
acet al dehyde, acrol ein, nethanol and other HAP from PCWP
sources. Fornmal dehyde and acet al dehyde have been
classified as “probable human carcinogens.” Acrol ein,
met hanol and the other HAP are not considered

carci nogeni ¢, but produce several other toxic effects.
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The requirenents of the final rule would al so achieve
reducti ons of 10,000 Myg/yr (11,000 tons/yr) of CO
approxi mately 11,000 My/yr (13,000 tons/yr) of PM, and
approxi mately 25,000 My/yr (27,000 tons/yr) of VOC
(approxi mted as THC). Exposure to CO can effect the
cardi ovascul ar system and the CNS. The PM em ssions can
result in fatalities and many respiratory problens (such
as asthma or bronchitis). These estimates will be
reduced to the extent facilities denonstrate eligibility
to be included in the delisted | owrisk subcategory.
These estimted reductions occur from existing sources in
operation 3 years after inplenentation of the
requirements of the final rule and are expected to
continue throughout the life of the sources. Human
health effects associated with exposure to CO include
cardi ovascul ar system and CNS effects, which are directly
related to reduced oxygen content of bl ood and which can
result in nodification of visual perception, hearing,
mot or and sensori notor performance, vigilance, and
cognitive ability. The VOC eni ssions reductions may | ead
to some reduction in ozone concentrations in areas in
whi ch the affected sources are |located. There are both

human health and wel fare effects that result from
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exposure to ozone, and these effects are listed in Table
3 of this preanble.

As nmentioned earlier in this preanble, we are unable
to provide a conprehensive quantification and
nmoneti zation of the HAP-rel ated benefits of the final
rule. Nevertheless, it is possible to derive rough
estimtes for one of the nore inportant benefit
categories, i.e., the potential nunmber of cancer cases
avoi ded and cancer risk reduced as a result of the
i nposition of the MACT | evel of control on this source
category. Qur analysis suggests that inposition of the
MACT | evel of control would reduce cancer cases by |ess
t han one case per year, on average, starting some years
after inplenmentation of the standards. We present these
results in the RIA. This risk reduction estimate is
uncertain and shoul d be regarded as an extrenely rough
estimate and should be viewed in the context of the full
spectrum of unquantified noncancer effects associ ated
with the HAP reducti ons.

At the present time, we cannot provide a nonetary
estimate for the benefits associated with the reductions
in CO W also did not provide a nonetary estimte for

t he benefits associated with the changes in ozone
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concentrations that result fromthe VOC em ssions
reducti ons since we are unable to do the necessary air
quality nodeling to estimate the ozone concentration
changes. For PM, we did not provide a nonetary estinmate
for the benefits associated with the reduction of these
em ssions, although these reductions are |likely to have
significant health benefits to populations living in the
vicinity of affected sources.

There may be increases in NO¢ em ssions associ ated
with today’s final rule as a result of increased use of
i nci neration-based controls. These NO, em ssion increases
by thensel ves coul d cause sone increase in ozone and PM
concentrations, which could |ead to inpacts on human
health and welfare as listed in Table 3 of this preanble.
The potential inpacts associated with increases in
anbi ent PM and ozone due to these em ssion increases are
di scussed in the RIA. In addition to potential NO
increases at affected sources, today’ s final rule may
also result in additional electricity use at affected
sources due to application of controls. These potenti al
increases in electricity use may increase em ssions of SO
and NO, fromelectricity generating utilities. As such,

the final rule may result in additional health inpacts
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fromincreased anmbi ent PM and ozone fromthese increased
utility em ssions. W did not quantify or nonetize these
I npacts.

Every benefit-cost anal ysis exam ning the potenti al
effects of a change in environnental protection
requirenents is limted to sone extent by data gaps,
limtations in nodel capabilities (such as geographic
coverage), and uncertainties in the underlying scientific
and econom c studies used to configure the benefit and
cost nodels. Deficiencies in the scientific literature
often result in the inability to estimte changes in
heal th and environnental effects, such as potenti al
increases in premature nortality associated with
i ncreased exposure to CO. Deficiencies in the econom cs
literature often result in the inability to assign
econom ¢ val ues even to those health and environnent al
out cones which can be quantified. These general
uncertainties in the underlying scientific and econom cs
l[iteratures are discussed in detail in the RIA and its
supporting docunments and references.

3. Regulatory Alternatives Consi dered
The final standards reflect the MACT floor, the | east

stringent regulatory alternative required under the CAA
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In addition, the final rule includes the |east burdensone
and nost flexible nonitoring, reporting, and
recordkeeping requirenents that we feel will assure
conpliance with the conpliance options and rule
requi rements. Therefore, the standards reflect the |east
costly, nost cost-effective, and | east burdensone
regul atory option that achieves the objectives of the
final rule.
4. Effects on the National Econony

The econom c inpact analysis for the final rule
estimtes effects upon enpl oynent and foreign trade for
the industries affected by the rule. The total reduction
in enploynent for the affected industries is 0.3 percent
of the current enploynent |evel (or 225 enployees). This
estimate i ncludes the increase in enploynent anong firns
in these industries that do not incur any cost associ ated
with the final rule. There is also m niml change in the
foreign trade behavior for the firms in these industries
since the level of inports of affected conposite wood
products only increases by less than 0.1 percent. There
will be reductions in effects on the national econony
associated with eligibility of sources for the delisted

| ow-ri sk subcategory. The enploynment |evel will now be
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reduced by 126 enpl oyees, which is 99 fewer than the
reduction estimated for the final rule. The increase in
the level of inports is half as large as that for the
final rule.
5. Consultation with Government Officials

Thr oughout the devel opnment of the final rule, we
interacted with representatives of affected State and
| ocal officials to informthem of the progress of our
rul emaking efforts. We also consulted with
representatives fromother entities affected by the final
rule, such as the Anerican Forest & Paper Associ ation,
Nati onal Council for Air and Stream | nprovenent, APA-The
Engi neered Wod Associ ation, Conposite Panel Associ ati on,
Amer i can Hardboard Associ ati on, Hardwood Pl ywood and
Veneer Associ ation, and representatives from affected
conpani es.

The nunmber of small entities that are significantly
affected by today’s final PCWP standards is not expected
to be substantial. The final rule contains no regulatory
requi renments that mght significantly affect smal
governnments because no PCW facilities are owned by such
governnments. The full analysis of potential regulatory

i npacts on small organi zations, small governnents, and
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smal | businesses is included in the econom c i npact
analysis in the docket and is |listed at the begi nning of
today’ s action under SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORMATI ON. Because
the nunmber of small entities that are likely to
experience significant economc inpacts as a result of
today’s final standards is not expected to be
substantial, no plan to i nform and advi se snal |
governnments is required under section 203 of the UMRA

E. Executive Order 13132: Federali sm

Executive Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, August 10, 1999)
requires EPA to devel op an accountabl e process to ensure
“meani ngful and tinely input by State and |local officials
in the devel opnment of regulatory policies that have
federalisminplications.” “Policies that have federalism
inplications” is defined in the Executive Order to
i nclude regul ati ons that have “substantial direct effects
on the States, on the relationship between the national
governnment and the States, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities anong the various |evels of
governnment.” Under Executive Order 13132, the EPA nay
not issue a regulation that has federalisminplications,

t hat inposes substantial direct conpliance costs, and

that is not required by statute, unless the Federal
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gover nnent provides the funds necessary to pay the direct
conpliance costs incurred by State and | ocal governnents,
or EPA consults with State and | ocal officials early in

t he process of devel oping the proposed regul ation. The
EPA al so may not issue a regulation that has federalism
inplications and that preenpts State | aw unl ess EPA
consults with State and | ocal officials early in the
process of devel opi ng the proposed regul ation.

I f EPA conplies by consulting, Executive Order 13132
requires EPA to provide to OVB, in a separately
identified section of the preanble to the rule, a
federalismsummary inpact statenent (FSIS). The FSIS
must include a description of the extent of EPA s prior
consultation with State and |ocal officials, a summry of
t he nature of their concerns and EPA s position
supporting the need to issue the regulation, and a
statenment of the extent to which the concerns of State
and | ocal officials have been net. Also, when EPA
transmts a draft final rule with federalisminplications
to OMB for review pursuant to Executive Order 12866, it
must include a certification from EPA' s Federal i sm
O ficial stating that EPA has net the requirenments of

Executive Order 13132 in a neaningful and tinely manner.
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Today’s final rule does not have federalism
inplications. It will not have substantial direct
effects on the States, on the relationship between the
nati onal government and the States, or on the
di stribution of power and responsibilities anong the
various |levels of governnment, as specified in Executive
Order 13132. None of the affected facilities are owned
or operated by State governnents, and the final rule
requirenments will not supercede State regul ati ons that
are nore stringent. Thus, the requirenments of Executive
Order 13132 do not apply to the final rule.

F. Executive Order 13175: Consul tati on and Coordi nati on

with I ndian Tribal Governnents

Executive Order 13175 (65 FR 67249, Novenmber 6, 2000)
requires EPA to devel op an accountabl e process to ensure
“meani ngful and tinmely input by tribal officials in the
devel opnent of regul atory policies that have tri bal
inplications.” “Policies that have tribal inplications”
is defined in the Executive Order to include regulations
t hat have “substantial direct effects on one or nore
| ndian tribes, on the relationship between the Federal
governnment and the Indian tribes, or on the distribution

of power and responsibilities between the Federal
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governnent and Indian tribes.”

Today’ s final rule does not have tribal inplications.
It will not have substantial direct effects on tribal
governnments, on the relationship between the Federal
governnent and Indian tribes, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities between the Federal governnent
and Indian tribes, as specified in Executive Oder 13175.
No affected plant sites are owned or operated by Indian
tribal governments. Thus, Executive Order 13175 does not
apply to the final rule.

G Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from

Envi ronnental Health & Safety Ri sks

Executive Order 13045 (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997)
applies to any rule that: (1) is determ ned to be
“econom cally significant,” as defined under Executive
Order 12866, and (2) concerns an environnmental health or
safety risk that EPA has reason to feel nmay have a
di sproportionate effect on children. |If the regulatory
action nmeets both criteria, the EPA nust eval uate the
envi ronnental health or safety effects of the planned
rule on children and explain why the planned regulation
is preferable to other potentially effective and

reasonably feasible alternatives considered by the
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Agency.

The Agency does not have reason to feel that the
environnental health or safety risks associated with the
enm ssions addressed by today’s final rule present a
di sproportionate risk to children. This denonstration is
based on the fact that the noncancer human heal th val ues
we used in our analysis (e.g., RfFC) are determ ned to be
protective of sensitive subpopul ations, including
children. Also, while the cancer human heal th val ues do
not al ways expressly account for cancer effects in
children, the cancer risks posed by PCWP facilities that
nmeet the eligibility criteria for being included in the
delisted | owrisk subcategory will be sufficiently |ow so
as not to be a concern for anyone in the popul ation,

i ncludi ng children.

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions that Significantly

Af fect Energy Supply. Distribution, or Use

Executive Order 13211 (66 FR 28355, May 22, 2001)
provi des that agencies shall prepare and submt to the
Adm ni strator of the Ofice of Information and Regul atory
Affairs, O fice of Managenent and Budget, a Statenent of
Energy Effects for certain actions identified as

“significant energy actions.” Section 4(b) of Executive
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Order 13211 defines “significant energy actions” as “any
action by an agency (normally published in the Federal
Regi ster) that pronulgates or is expected to lead to the
promul gation of a final rule or regulation, including
notices of inquiry, advance notices of proposed
rul emaki ng, and notices of proposed rulemaking: (1) (i)
that is a significant regulatory action under Executive
Order 12866 or any successor order, and (ii) is likely to
have a significant adverse effect on the supply,
di stribution, or use of energy; or (2) that is designated
by the Adm nistrator of the Ofice of Information and
Regul atory Affairs as a significant energy action.” The
final rule is not a “significant energy action” because
it is not likely to have a significant adverse effect on
the supply, distribution, or use of energy. The basis
for the determnation is as follows.

The final rule affects manufacturers in the softwood
veneer and plywood (NAICS 321212), reconstituted wood
products (NAICS 321219), and engi neered wood products
(NAI CS 321213) industries. There is no crude oil, fuel,
or coal production fromthese industries. Hence, there
is no direct effect on such energy production related to

i npl ementation of this proposal. |In fact, as previously
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mentioned in this preanble, there will be an increase in
energy consunption, and hence an increase in energy
production, resulting frominstallation of RTO and WESP
i kely needed for sources to neet the requirenents of the
final rule. This increase in energy consunption is equal
to 718 GWh/yr for electricity and 45 mllion n¥/yr (1.6
billion ft3yr) for natural gas. These increases are
equi valent to 0.012 percent of 1998 U. S. electricity
producti on and 0. 000001 percent of 1998 U. S. natural gas
production.® It should be noted, however, that the
reduction in demand for product output fromthese
industries may lead to a negative indirect effect on such
ener gy production, for the output reduction will lead to
| ess energy use by these industries and thus sone
reduction in overall energy production.

For fuel production, the result of this indirect
effect fromreduced product output is a reduction of only
about 1 barrel per day nationw de, or a 0.00001 percent

reducti on nati onwi de based on 1998 U. S. fuel production

°U. S. Departnment of Energy, Energy Information

Adm ni stration. Annual Energy Review, End-Use Energy
Consunption for 1998. Located on the Internet at
http://wwv. ei a. doe. gov/ eneu/ aer/ enduse. htm .
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data.'® For coal production, the resulting indirect
effect fromreduced product output is a reduction of only
2,000 tons per year nationw de, or only a 0.00001 percent
reducti on nati onwi de based on 1998 U.S. coal production
data. For electricity production, the resulting indirect
effect fromreduced product output is a reduction of 42.8
GWh/yr, or only a 0.00013 percent reduction nationw de
based on 1998 U. S. electricity production data. G ven
that the estinmated price increase for product output from
any of the affected industries is no nore than 2.5
percent, there should be no price increase for any energy
type by nore than this amount. The cost of energy
di stribution should not be affected by the final rule at
all since the rule does not affect energy distribution
facilities. Finally, with changes in net exports being a
m ni mal percentage of donestic output (0.01 percent) from
the affected industries, there will be only a negligible
change in international trade, and hence in dependence on
foreign energy supplies. No other adverse outcones are
expected to occur with regards to energy supplies. Thus,
the net effect of the final rule on energy production is

an increase in electricity output of 0.012 percent

10 1 bi d.
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conpared to 1998 output data, and a negligible change in
out put of other energy types. All of the results
present ed above account for the passthrough of costs to
consuners, as well as the cost inpact to producers.
These results al so account for how energy use is rel ated
to product output for the affected industries. For nore
information on the estinmated energy effects, please refer
to the background nenp'? to these cal cul ations and the
econom ¢ i npact analysis for the final rule. The
background nmeno and econom c inpact analysis are
avai l able in the public docket.

The inmpacts fromconsideration of a | owrisk
subcategory are a reduction in all of the energy inpacts
| i sted above. For fuel production, the result of this
indirect effect fromreduced product output is a
reducti on of only about 0.6 barrel per day nationw de, or

a 0.000007 percent reduction nationw de based on 1998

11U. S. Departnent of Energy, Energy Information

Adm ni stration. 1998 Manufacturing Energy Consunption
Survey. Located on the Internet at
http://ww. ei a. doe. gov/

emeu/ mecs/ mecs98/ dat at abl es/ contents. htm .

2U. S. Environnental Protection Agency. “Energy | npact
Anal ysis of the Proposed Plywood and Conposite Wod
Products NESHAP.” July 30, 2001.
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U.S. fuel production data.®® This is a 0.4 barrel smaller
reduction than that estimted for the final rule. For
coal production, the resulting indirect effect from
reduced product output is a reduction of only 950 tons
per year nationw de, or only a 0.0000044 percent
reducti on nati onwi de based on 1998 U.S. coal production
data. This is a smaller reduction than that estimted
for the final rule by 1,050 tons per year. For
electricity production, the resulting indirect effect
fromreduced product output is a reduction of 20.7
mllion kWh/yr, or only a 0.00006 percent reduction
nati onwi de based on 1998 U. S. electricity production
data. This is a smaller output reduction than that
estimated for the final rule by 22.1 mlIlion kW/yr.
G ven that the estimated price increase for product
out put fromany of the affected industries is no nore
than 2.5 percent, there should be no price increase for
any energy type by nore than this anount. The cost of
energy distribution should not be affected by the final
rule at all since the rule does not affect energy
distribution facilities. Finally, with changes in net

exports being a mnimal percentage of donmestic output

13 1 bi d.
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(0.006 percent, or practically the sane as that for the
final rule) fromthe affected industries, there will be
only a negligible change in international trade, and
hence in dependence on foreign energy supplies. No other
adverse outcones are expected to occur with regards to
energy supplies. Thus, the net effect on energy
production if facilities are eligible for the | owrisk
source category is an increase in electricity output of
0. 008 percent conpared to 1998 output data, and a
negli gi bl e change in output of other energy types. This
is a 0.004 percent smaller increase in electricity output
conpared to the inpact of the final rule. All of the
results presented above account for the passthrough of
costs to consuners, as well as the cost inpact to
producers. These results also account for how energy use
is related to product output for the affected
i ndustries. 4

Therefore, we conclude that the final rule is not
likely to have a significant adverse effect on the

supply, distribution, or use of energy.

14U. S. Departnment of Energy, Energy Information

Adm ni stration. 1998 Manufacturing Energy Consunption
Survey. Located on the Internet at
http://ww. ei a. doe. gov/

emeu/ mecs/ mecs98/ dat at abl es/ contents. htm .
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Nati onal Technol ogy Transfer and Advancenent Act

Section 12(d) of the National Technol ogy Transfer and
Advancenment Act (NTTAA) of 1995 (Public Law No. 104-113;
15 U.S.C. 272 note) directs the EPA to use voluntary
consensus standards in their regulatory and procurenent
activities unless to do so would be inconsistent with
applicable | aw or otherw se inpractical. Voluntary
consensus standards are technical standards (e.g.,
mat eri al s specifications, test nethods, sanpling
procedures, business practices) devel oped or adopted by
one or nore voluntary consensus bodies. The NTTAA
directs EPA to provide Congress, through annual reports
to OMB, with explanations when an agency does not use
avai | abl e and applicabl e voluntary consensus standards.

The final rul emaking involves technical standards.
The EPA cites the followi ng standards in the final rule:
EPA Met hods 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 2C, 2D, 2F, 2G, 3, 3A 3B, 4,
18, 25A, and 29 in 40 CFR part 60, appendix A; 204 and
204A through F in 40 CFR part 51, appendix M 308, 316,
and 320 in 40 CFR part 63, appendix A; EPA Met hod 0011 in
EPA publication no. SW 846 (“Test Methods for Eval uating
Solid Waste, Physical/Chem cal Methods”) for

f or mal dehyde; and two NCASI net hods: NCASI Met hod CI/Wp-



397

98.01 (1998), “Chilled Inpinger Method For Use At Wod
Products MIls to Measure Formal dehyde, Methanol, and
Phenol ,” and NCASI Method | M CAN WP-99. 02 (2003),
“1 npi nger/ Cani ster Source Sanpling Method For Sel ected
HAPs and O her Conpounds at Whod Products Facilities.”

Consi stent with the NTTAA, EPA conducted searches to
identify voluntary consensus standards in addition to
t hese EPA net hods/ performance specifications. No
applicable voluntary consensus standards were identified
for EPA Methods 1A, 2A, 2D, 2F, 2G 204, 204A through
204F, 308, and 316. The search and review results have
been docunented and are placed in Docket nunmbers OAR-
2003- 0048 and A-98-44 for the final rule.

One voluntary consensus standard was identified as an
acceptable alternative to EPA test nmethods for the
pur poses of the final rule. The voluntary consensus
standard ASTM D6348-03, “Standard Test Method for
Determ nati on of Gaseous Conpounds by Extractive Direct
I nterface Fourier TransformInfrared (FTIR)
Spectroscopy,” is an acceptable alternative to EPA Met hod
320 provided that the percent R as determ ned in Annex A5
of ASTM D6348-03 is equal or greater than 70 percent and

| ess than or equal to 130 percent. Also, the noisture
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determ nation in ASTM D6348-03 is an acceptabl e
alternative to the neasurenent of npisture using EPA
Met hod 4.

In addition to the voluntary consensus standards the
EPA uses in the final rule, the search for em ssions
measur enent procedures identified 13 other voluntary
consensus standards. The EPA determ ned that 11 of those
13 voluntary consensus standards identified for neasuring
em ssions of the HAP or surrogates subject to em ssion
standards in the rule were inpractical alternatives to
EPA test methods for the purposes of the final rule.
Therefore, EPA does not intend to adopt those standards
for that purpose. (See Dockets A-44-98 and OAR-2003-0048
for the reasons for the determ nation for the 11
met hods. )

Table 4 to subpart DDDD of 40 CFR part 63 lists the
EPA testing nethods included in the regul ation. Under
8863. 7(f) and 63.8(f) of subpart A of the General
Provi sions, a source nmay apply to EPA for perm ssion to
use alternative test nmethods or alternative nonitoring
requirenments in place of any of the EPA testing nethods,
performance specifications, or procedures.

J. Congr essi onal Revi ew Act
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The Congressional Review Act, 5 U S.C. 801 et seq., as
added by the Small Business Regul atory Enforcenent
Fai rness Act of 1996, generally provides that before a
rule may take effect, the agency pronulgating the rule
must submt a rule report, which includes a copy of the
rule, to each House of the Congress and to the
Conptroller General of the United States. The EPA wi ||
submt a report containing this rule and other required
information to the U S. Senate, the U S. House of
Representatives, and the Conptroller General of the
United States prior to publication of the rule in the

Federal Register. A major rule cannot take effect until

60 days after it is published in the Federal Register.

This action is a “major rule” as defined by 5 U S. C
804(2). The final rule will be effective [INSERT DATE 60
DAYS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE

FEDERAL REG STER] .
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NESHAP: Pl ywood and Conposite Wod Products--Page 400 of
528

Li st of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 63

Environnmental protection, Adm nistrative practice
and procedure, Air pollution control, Hazardous
subst ances, Intergovernnmental relations, Incorporation by

reference, Reporting and recordkeepi ng requirenents.

Dat ed:

M chael O. Leavitt,
Adni ni strat or.
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For the reasons stated in the preanble, title 40, chapter
|, part 63 of the Code of Federal Regul ations is anmended
as follows:
PART 63- - [ AVENDED]
1. The authority citation for part 63 continues to read
as follows:
Aut hority: 42 U . S.C. 7401 et seq.
SUBPART A- - [ AVENDED]
2. Section 63.14 is anended by addi ng paragraph (b)(39)
and revising paragraph (f) to read as foll ows:
863. 14 Incorporation by reference.
* * * * *

(b) * * *

(39) ASTM D6348-03, Standard Test Method for
Determ nati on of Gaseous Conpounds by Extractive Direct
Interface Fourier TransformlInfrared (FTIR) Spectroscopy,
i ncorporation by reference (IBR) approved for Table 4 to
Subpart DDDD of this part and Appendi x B to subpart DDDD
of this part as specified in the subpart.
* * * * *

(f) The following material is available fromthe
Nati onal Council of the Paper Industry for Air and Stream

| nprovenment, Inc. (NCASI), P.O Box 133318, Research
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Triangl e Park, NC 27709-3318 or at http://ww. ncasi. org.

(1) NCASI Method DI/ MEOH-94. 02, Methanol in Process
Li quids GC/ FI D (Gas Chromat ography/ Fl ane | oni zati on
Detection), August 1998, Methods Manual, NCASI, Research
Triangle Park, NC, |BR approved for 863.457(c)(3)(ii) of
subpart S of this part.

(2) NCASI Method CI/WP-98.01, Chilled Inpinger
Met hod For Use At Wod Products MIIs to Measure
For mal dehyde, Met hanol, and Phenol, 1998, Methods Manual,
NCASI, Research Triangle Park, NC, |BR approved for Table
4 to Subpart DDDD of this part and Appendi x B to subpart
DDDD of this part.

(3) NCASI Method I M CAN WP-99. 02, | npinger/ Cani ster
Sour ce Sanpling Method For Sel ected HAPs and O her
Conpounds at Wbod Products Facilities, January 2004,
Met hods Manual, NCASI, Research Triangle Park, NC, |BR
approved for Table 4 to Subpart DDDD of this part and
Appendi x B to subpart DDDD of this part.
3. Part 63 is anended by addi ng subpart DDDD to read as
fol |l ows:
Subpart DDDD-- National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous

Air Pollutants: Plywood and Conposite Wod Products
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Sec.

What This Subpart Covers

63.2230 \What is the purpose of this subpart?

63.2231 Does this subpart apply to nme?

63.2232 \What parts of ny plant does this subpart cover?
63.2233 \Vhen do | have to conply with this subpart?

Conpl i ance Options, Operating Requirenents, and Work

Practice Requirenents

63. 2240 \What are the conpliance options and operating
requi renents and how nmust | neet thenf

63. 2241 \Vhat are the work practice requirenments and how
must | neet then?

CGeneral Conpliance Requirenments

63. 2250 \What are the general requirenments?

63.2251 \What are the requirenents for the routine
control device maintenance exenption?

Initial Conpliance Requirenents

63. 2260 How do | denonstrate initial conpliance with the
conpliance options, operating requirenments, and
wor k practice requirenents?

63. 2261 By what date nust | conduct performance tests or
other initial conpliance denonstrations?

63.2262 How do | conduct performance tests and establish
operating requirements?

63.2263 Initial conpliance denonstration for a dry
rotary dryer.

63.2264 Initial conpliance denonstration for a hardwood
veneer dryer.

63.2265 Initial conpliance denonstration for a softwood
veneer dryer.

63.2266 Initial conpliance denonstration for a veneer
redryer.

63.2267 Initial conpliance denonstration for a
reconstituted wood product press or board
cool er.

63.2268 Initial conpliance denonstration for a wet

control device.
63.2269 \What are ny nonitoring installation, operation,
and mai nt enance requirements?

Cont i nuous Conpliance Requirenents
63.2270 How do | nonitor and collect data to denpnstrate
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conti nuous conpliance?

63.2271 How do | denonstrate continuous conpliance with
the conpliance options, operating requirenents,
and work practice requirenments?

Noti fications, Reports, and Records

63.2280 \What notifications nust | submt and when?

63.2281 \What reports nust | submt and when?

63. 2282 \What records nust | keep?

63.2283 I n what formand how |l ong nust | keep ny
records?

Ot her Requirenments and | nformation

63.2290 \What parts of the General Provisions apply to
me?

63.2291 \Who i npl enents and enforces this subpart?

63.2292 \Vhat definitions apply to this subpart?

Tabl es to Subpart DDDD of Part 63

Tabl e 1A to Subpart DDDD of Part 63 - Production-Based
Conpl i ance Options

Table 1B to Subpart DDDD of Part 63 - Add-On Control
Systens Conpliance Options

Table 2 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63 - Operating

Requi renment s

Table 3 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63 - Wrk Practice
Requi rement s

Table 4 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63 - Requirenments for
Perf ormance Tests

Table 5 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63 - Performance Testing
and Initial Conpliance Denonstrations for the Conpliance
Options and Operating Requirenents

Table 6 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63 - Initial Conpliance
Denmonstrations for Work Practice Requirenments

Table 7 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63 - Continuous
Conpl i ance Wth the Conpliance Options and Operating
Requi renment s

Table 8 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63 - Conti nuous
Compliance Wth the Work Practice Requirenents

Table 9 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63 - Requirenments for
Reports

Table 10 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63 - Applicability of
CGeneral Provisions to Subpart DDDD

Appendi x
Appendi x A to Subpart DDDD of Part 63 — Alternative
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Procedure to Determ ne Capture Efficiency from Encl osures
Around Hot Presses in the Plywod and Conposite Wod
Products Industry Using Sul fur Hexafluoride Tracer Gas
Appendi x B to Subpart DDDD of Part 63 — Met hodol ogy and
Criteria for Denonstrating That An Affected Source is
Part of the Lowrisk Subcategory of Plywood and Conposite
Wbod Products Manufacturing Facilities

What This Subpart Covers

863. 2230 What is the purpose of this subpart?

Thi s subpart establishes national conpliance
options, operating requirenments, and work practice
requi renments for hazardous air pollutants (HAP) emtted
from pl ywood and conposite wood products (PCWP)
manuf acturing facilities. This subpart also establishes
requi renents to denonstrate initial and conti nuous
conpliance with the conpliance options, operating
requi rements, and work practice requirenents.

863.2231 Does this subpart apply to ne?

This subpart applies to you if you neet the criteria
i n paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section, except for
facilities that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
determ nes are part of the |lowrisk subcategory of PCWP
manufacturing facilities as specified in appendix B to
this subpart.

(a) You own or operate a PCW manufacturi ng

facility. A PCW manufacturing facility is a facility
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t hat manuf actures plywod and/ or conposite wood products
by bondi ng wood material (fibers, particles, strands,
veneers, etc.) or agricultural fiber, generally wth
resin under heat and pressure, to forma structural panel
or engi neered wood product. Plywood and conposite wood
products manufacturing facilities also include facilities
t hat manufacture dry veneer and | unber kilns |ocated at
any facility. Plywod and conposite wood products
i nclude, but are not |limted to, plywood, veneer,
particl eboard, oriented strandboard, hardboard,
fiberboard, nediumdensity fiberboard, |am nated strand
| umber, | am nated veneer |unber, wood I-joists, kiln-
dried |unber, and gl ue-Ilam nated beans.

(b) The PCWP manufacturing facility is |ocated at a
maj or source of HAP em ssions. A mmjor source of HAP
em ssions is any stationary source or group of stationary
sources within a contiguous area and under conmmon control
that emts or has the potential to emt any single HAP at
a rate of 9.07 nmegagrans (10 tons) or nore per year or
any conbi nation of HAP at a rate of 22.68 nmegagrans (25
tons) or nore per year.

863. 2232 What parts of ny plant does this subpart cover?

(a) This subpart applies to each new,
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reconstructed, or existing affected source at a PCWP
manuf acturing facility.

(b) The affected source is the collection of
dryers, refiners, blenders, fornmers, presses, board
cool ers, and other process units associated with the
manuf acturi ng of plywod and conposite wood products.
The affected source includes, but is not limted to,
green end operations, refining, drying operations, resin
preparation, blending and form ng operations, pressing
and board cooling operations, and m scell aneous finishing
operations (such as sandi ng, saw ng, patching, edge
seal ing, and other finishing operations not subject to
ot her National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air
Pol lutants (NESHAP)). The affected source al so includes
onsite storage and preparation of raw materials used in
t he manufacture of plywod and/ or conposite wood
products, such as resins; onsite wastewater treatnent
operations specifically associated with plywod and
conposite wood products manufacturing;, and m scel | aneous
coating operations (863.2292). The affected source
i ncl udes | unmber kilns at PCWP manufacturing facilities
and at any other kind of facility.

(c) An affected source is a new affected source if
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you comenced construction of the affected source after
January 9, 2003, and you neet the applicability criteria
at the tinme you commenced construction.

(d) An affected source is reconstructed if you neet
the criteria as defined in 863. 2.

(e) An affected source is existing if it is not new
or reconstructed.

8§63.2233 When do | have to comply with this subpart?

(a) If you have a new or reconstructed affected
source, you nmust conply with this subpart according to
paragraph (a)(1) or (2) of this section, whichever is
appl i cabl e.

(1) If the initial startup of your affected source
is before [I NSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON
OF THE FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER], then you nust
conply with the conpliance options, operating
requi renents, and work practice requirenents for new and
reconstructed sources in this subpart no later than
[ | NSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE
FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER] .

(2) If the initial startup of your affected source
is after [I NSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON

OF THE FINAL RULE IN THE FEDERAL REG STER], then you mnust
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conply with the conpliance options, operating
requi renments, and work practice requirenents for new and
reconstructed sources in this subpart upon initial
startup of your affected source.

(b) If you have an existing affected source, you
must conply with the conpliance options, operating
requi renments, and work practice requirenents for existing
sources no later than [I NSERT DATE 38 MONTHS AFTER DATE
OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL
REG STER] .

(c) If you have an area source that increases its
em ssions or its potential to emt such that it becones a
maj or source of HAP, you nust be in conpliance with this
subpart by [|I NSERT DATE 38 MONTHS AFTER DATE OF
PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REGQ STER] or
upon initial startup of your affected source as a nmmjor
source, whichever is later.

(d) You nust neet the notification requirenments
according to the schedule in 863.2280 and according to
40 CFR part 63, subpart A. Sone of the notifications
must be submtted before you are required to conply with
the conpliance options, operating requirenents, and work

practice requirenents in this subpart.
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Compl i ance Options, Operating Requirenents, and Work
Practice Requirenents

863. 2240 What are the conpliance options and operating

requi renents and how nust | neet thenf

You nmust nmeet the conpliance options and operating
requi renments described in Tables 1A, 1B, and 2 to this
subpart and in paragraph (c) of this section by using one
or nore of the conpliance options listed in paragraphs
(a), (b), and (c) of this section. The process units
subject to the conpliance options are listed in Tables 1A
and 1B to this subpart and are defined in 863.2292. You
need only to neet one of the conpliance options outlined
i n paragraphs (a) through (c) of this section for each
process unit. You cannot conbi ne conpliance options in
paragraph (a), (b), or (c) for a single process unit.

(For exampl e, you cannot use a production-based
conpliance option in paragraph (a) for one vent of a
veneer dryer and an add-on control system conpliance
option in paragraph (b) for another vent on the sane
veneer dryer. You nust use either the production-based
conpliance option or an add-on control system conpliance
option for the entire dryer.)

(a) Production-based conpliance options. You mnust
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meet the production-based total HAP conpliance options in
Table 1A to this subpart and the applicable operating
requirenents in Table 2 to this subpart. You may not use
an add-on control system or wet control device to neet
t he producti on-based conpliance options.

(b) Conpliance options for add-on control systens.

You nmust use an em ssions control system and denonstrate
that the resulting em ssions nmeet the conpliance options
and operating requirenments in Tables 1B and 2 to this
subpart. |If you own or operate a reconstituted wood
product press at a new or existing affected source or a
reconstituted wood product board cooler at a new affected
source, and you choose to conply with one of the
concentration-based conpliance options for a control
system outl et (presented as option nunbers 2, 4, and 6 in
Table 1B to this subpart), you nust have a capture device
that either neets the definition of wood products
enclosure in 863.2292 or achieves a capture efficiency of
greater than or equal to 95 percent.

(c) Em ssions averaging conpliance option (for

exi sting sources only). Using the procedures in

par agraphs (c)(1) through (3) of this section, you nust

denpnstrate that em ssions included in the en ssions
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average neet the conpliance options and operating

requirenents.

New sources may not use em ssions

averaging to comply with this subpart.

(1)

renoval .

8§63. 2292,

f or mal dehyde,

Cal cul ati on of required and actual nmss

Limt em ssions of total HAP, as defined in

to include acetal dehyde, acrol ein,

nmet hanol , phenol, and propi onal dehyde from

your affected source to the standard specified by

Equations 1,

VWher e:

RVR

AMR

2, and 3 of this section.

RIVR:090'§eé UCEP, ° 01% (Eq. 1)

i=1
AMR=§§ CD{OCEP{(Nh% (Eq. 2)
AMVR 3 RVR (Eq. 3)

requi red mass renoval of total HAP from al
process units generating debits (i.e., al
process units that are subject to the
conpliance options in Tables 1A and 1B to
this subpart and that are either uncontrolled
or under-controlled), pounds per sem annual
peri od;

actual mass renoval of total HAP from al
process units generating credits (i.e., al
process units that are controlled as part of
the Em ssions Averaging Plan including
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credits from debit-generating process units
that are under-controlled), pounds per

senm annual peri od;

mass of total HAP from an uncontrolled or
under-control |l ed process unit (i) that
generates debits, pounds per hour;

OH = nunber of hours a process unit (i) is
operated during the sem annual period, hours
per 6-nonth period,

CD = control systemefficiency for the em ssion
point (i) for total HAP, expressed as a
fraction, and not to exceed 90 percent,
unitless (Note: To calculate the contro
system efficiency of biological treatnment
units that do not neet the definition of
biofilter in 863.2292, you nust use 40 CFR
part 63, appendix C, Determ nation of the
Fracti on Bi odegraded (F,, in a Biological
Treatment Unit.);

OCEP;, = nmmss of total HAP froma process unit (i)
that generates credits (including credits
from debit-generating process units that are
under-control |l ed), pounds per hour;

requi red control system efficiency of

90 percent nultiplied, unitless.

UCEP,

0.90

(2) Requirenents for debits and credits. You nust

cal cul ate debits and credits as specified in paragraphs
(c)(2)(i) through (vi) of this section.

(i) You nust limt process units in the em ssions
average to those process units |located at the existing
af fected source as defined in 863.2292.

(i1) You cannot use nonoperating process units to
generate em ssions averaging credits. You cannot use
process units that are shut down to generate em ssions

averagi ng debits or credits.
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(iit1) You may not include in your em ssions average
process units controlled to conply with a State, Tri bal
or Federal rule other than this subpart.

(iv) You nmust use actual nmeasurenents of total HAP
em ssions from process units to cal cul ate your required
mass renoval (RMR) and actual mass removal (AMR). The
total HAP neasurenents nust be obtained according to
863. 2262(b) through (d), (g), and (h), using the nethods
specified in Table 4 to this subpart.

(v) Your initial denonstration that the credit-
generating process units will be capable of generating
enough credits to offset the debits fromthe debit-
generating process units nust be made under
representative operating conditions. After the
conpliance date, you nust use actual operating data for
all debit and credit cal cul ations.

(vi) Do not include em ssions fromthe foll ow ng
time periods in your em ssions averagi ng cal cul ations:

(A) Em ssions during periods of startup, shutdown,
and mal function as described in the startup, shutdown,
and mal function plan (SSWP).

(B) EmM ssions during periods of nonitoring

mal functions, associated repairs, and required quality
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assurance or control activities or during periods of
control device maintenance covered in your routine
control device maintenance exenption. No credits may be
assigned to credit-generating process units, and maxi mum
debits must be assigned to debit-generating process units
during these peri ods.

(3) Operating requirenents. You nust neet the

operating requirenments in Table 2 to this subpart for
each process unit or control device used in calculation
of em ssions averaging credits.

863. 2241 \What are the work practice requirenents and how

must | neet thenf

(a) You nmust neet each work practice requirenment in
Table 3 to this subpart that applies to you.

(b) As provided in 863.6(g), we, the EPA, may
choose to grant you permi ssion to use an alternative to
the work practice requirenents in this section.

(c) If you have a dry rotary dryer, you may choose
to designate your dry rotary dryer as a green rotary
dryer and neet the nore stringent conpliance options and
operating requirenents in 863.2240 for green rotary
dryers instead of the work practices for dry rotary

dryers. If you have a hardwood veneer dryer or veneer
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redryer, you may choose to designate your hardwood veneer
dryer or veneer redryer as a softwood veneer dryer and
meet the nore stringent conpliance options and operating
requi rements in 863.2240 for softwood veneer dryer heated
zones instead of the work practices for hardwood veneer
dryers or veneer redryers.

CGeneral Conpliance Requirenents

863. 2250 What are the general requirenents?

(a) You nmust be in conpliance with the conpliance
options, operating requirenments, and the work practice
requirenments in this subpart at all times, except during
peri ods of process unit or control device startup,
shut down, and mal function; prior to process unit initial
startup; and during the routine control device
mai nt enance exenption specified in 863.2251. The
conpliance options, operating requirenments, and work
practice requirenments do not apply during tinmes when the
process unit(s) subject to the conpliance options,
operating requirenents, and work practice requirenments
are not operating, or during schedul ed startup and
shut down periods, and during malfunctions. These startup
and shut down periods nust not exceed the m ni num anpunt

of tinme necessary for these events.
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(b) You nust always operate and nmmintain your
af fected source, including air pollution control and
nmoni t ori ng equi pnment, according to the provisions in
863.6(e)(1)(i).

(c) You nust develop and inplement a witten SSMP
according to the provisions in 863.6(e)(3).

(d) Shutoff of direct-fired burners resulting from
partial and full production stoppages of direct-fired
sof twod veneer dryers or over-tenperature events shal
be deened shutdowns and not nmal functions. Lighting or
re-lighting any one or all gas burners in direct-fired
sof twod veneer dryers shall be deened startups and not
mal f uncti ons.

863. 2251 What are the requirenents for the routine

control device maintenance exenption?

(a) You may request a routine control device
mai nt enance exenption fromthe EPA Adm nistrator for
routi ne mai ntenance events such as control device
bakeouts, washouts, nedia replacenent, and repl acenent of
corroded parts. Your request nust justify the need for
t he routine mai ntenance on the control device and the
time required to acconplish the maintenance activities,

descri be the maintenance activities and the frequency of
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t he mai ntenance activities, explain why the maintenance
cannot be acconplished during process shutdowns, describe
how you plan to make reasonable efforts to mnim ze
em ssions during the mai ntenance, and provi de any ot her
docunent ati on required by the EPA Adm ni strator

(b) The routine control device maintenance
exenpti on nust not exceed the percentages of process unit
operating uptinme in paragraphs (b)(1) and (2) of this
section.

(1) If the control device is used to control a
green rotary dryer, tube dryer, rotary strand dryer, or
pressuri zed refiner, then the routine control device
mai nt enance exenpti on nmust not exceed 3 percent of annual
operating uptinme for each process unit controll ed.

(2) If the control device is used to control a
sof t wod veneer dryer, reconstituted wood product press,
reconstituted wood product board cool er, hardboard oven,
press predryer, conveyor strand dryer, or fiberboard mat
dryer, then the routine control device nmintenance
exenpti on nmust not exceed 0.5 percent of annual operating
uptime for each process unit controlled.

(3) If the control device is used to control a

conmbi nati on of equipnment listed in both paragraphs (b)(1)
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and (2) of this section, such as a tube dryer and a
reconstituted wood product press, then the routine
control device maintenance exenption nust not exceed 3
percent of annual operating uptime for each process unit
controll ed.

(c) The request for the routine control device
mai nt enance exenption, if approved by the EPA
Adm ni strator, must be IBR in and attached to the
affected source’'s title V permt.

(d) The conpliance options and operating
requi rements do not apply during tinmes when control
devi ce mai ntenance covered under your approved routine
control device maintenance exenption is perfornmed. You
must mnimze em ssions to the greatest extent possible
during these routine control device maintenance peri ods.

(e) To the extent practical, startup and shut down
of em ssion control systens nust be schedul ed during
ti mes when process equi pnment is also shut down.

Initial Conpliance Requirenents

863.2260 How do | denopnstrate initial conpliance wth

the conpli ance options, operating regquirenments, and work

practice requirenents?

(a) To denonstrate initial conpliance with the
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conpl i ance options and operating requirenments, you mnust
conduct performance tests and establish each site-
specific operating requirenent in Table 2 to this subpart
according to the requirenents in 863.2262 and Table 4 to
this subpart. Conbustion units that accept process
exhausts into the flanme zone are exenpt fromthe initial
performance testing and operating requirenents for
t hermal oxidi zers.

(b) You nust denopnstrate initial conpliance with
each conpliance option, operating requirenent, and work
practice requirenment that applies to you according to
Tables 5 and 6 to this subpart and according to 8863. 2260
t hrough 63. 2269 of this subpart.

(c) You nust submit the Notification of Conpliance
Status containing the results of the initial conpliance
denonstration according to the requirenents in
863. 2280(d) .

863. 2261 By what date nmust | conduct perfornance tests

or other initial conpliance denonstrations?

(a) You nust conduct perfornmance tests upon initial
startup or no |ater than 180 cal endar days after the
conpliance date that is specified for your source in

8§63. 2233 and according to 863.7(a)(2), whichever is
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| ater.

(b) You nust conduct initial conpliance
denonstrations that do not require performance tests upon
initial startup or no later than 30 cal endar days after
t he conpliance date that is specified for your source in
863. 2233, whichever is |ater.

863. 2262 How do | conduct perfornmance tests and

establish operating requirenents?

(a) You nmust conduct each performance test
according to the requirenents in 863.7(e)(1), the
requi renments in paragraphs (b) through (o) of this
section, and according to the nethods specified in Table
4 to this subpart.

(b) Periods when performance tests nust be

conduct ed.

(1) You nust not conduct performance tests during
periods of startup, shutdown, or mal function, as
specified in 863.7(e)(1).

(2) You nust test under representative operating
conditions as defined in 863.2292. You nust describe
representative operating conditions in your performance
test report for the process and control systenms and

explain why they are representative.
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(c) Nunber of test runs. You must conduct three

separate test runs for each performance test required in
this section as specified in 863.7(e)(3). Each test run
must | ast at |east 1 hour except for: testing of a
tenmporary total enclosure (TTE) conducted using Methods
204A through 204F of 40 CFR part 51, appendix M which
require three separate test runs of at l[east 3 hours
each; and testing of an enclosure conducted using the
alternative tracer gas nethod in appendix Ato this
subpart, which requires a mninum of three separate runs
of at l|east 20 m nutes each.

(d) Location of sanpling sites.

(1) Sanpling sites nust be located at the inlet (if
em ssion reduction testing or docunentation of inlet
met hanol or formal dehyde concentration is required) and
outl et of the control device and prior to any releases to
t he atnosphere. For HAP-altering controls in sequence,
such as a wet control device followed by a thernmal
oxi di zer, sanpling sites nust be |ocated at the
functional inlet of the control sequence (e.g., prior to
the wet control device) and at the outlet of the control
sequence (e.g., thermal oxidizer outlet) and prior to any

rel eases to the atnosphere.



423

(2) Sanpling sites for process units neeting
conpliance options without a control device nust be
| ocated prior to any rel eases to the atnosphere.
Facilities denonstrating conpliance with a production-
based conpliance option for a process unit equi pped with
a wet control device nust |locate sanpling sites prior to
the wet control device.

(e) Collection of monitoring data. You nust

coll ect operating paraneter nonitoring system or
continuous em ssions nonitoring system (CEMS) data at

| east every 15 mnutes during the entire performance test
and determ ne the paranmeter or concentration val ue for

t he operating requirement during the performance test
usi ng the methods specified in paragraphs (k) through (0)
of this section.

(f) Collection of production data. To conply with

any of the production-based conpliance options, you mnust
measure and record the process unit throughput during
each performance test.

(g) Nondetect data.

(1) Except as specified in paragraph (g)(2) of this
section, all nondetect data (863.2292) nust be treated as

one-half of the nethod detection limt when determ ning
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total HAP, formal dehyde, nethanol, or total hydrocarbon
(THC) em ssion rates.

(2) When showi ng conpliance with the production-
based conpliance options in Table 1A to this subpart, you
may treat em ssions of an individual HAP as zero if al
three of the performance test runs result in a nondetect
measurenment, and the nmethod detection limt is |ess than
or equal to 1 parts per mllion by volunme, dry basis
(ppmvd). Otherwi se, nondetect data for individual HAP
nmust be treated as one-half of the method detection
[imt.

(h) Calculation of percent reduction across a

control system \When determ ning the control system

efficiency for any control systemincluded in your

em ssions averagi ng plan (not to exceed 90 percent) and
when conplying with any of the conpliance options based
on percent reduction across a control systemin Table 1B
to this subpart, as part of the performance test, you
must cal cul ate the percent reduction using Equation 1 of

this section:
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pR=cE - ERn- ERw 150 (Ea. 1)
ER -

Wher e:

PR = percent reduction, percent;

CE = capture efficiency, percent (determ ned for
reconstituted wood product presses and board
coolers as required in Table 4 to this
subpart);

ER, = em ssion rate of total HAP (cal cul ated as the

sum of the em ssion rates of acetal dehyde,
acrol ein, formal dehyde, nethanol, phenol, and
propi onal dehyde), THC, formal dehyde, or

met hanol in the inlet vent stream of the
control device, pounds per hour;

ER,:, = enission rate of total HAP (cal cul ated as the
sum of the em ssion rates of acetal dehyde,
acrol ein, formal dehyde, nethanol, phenol, and
propi onal dehyde), THC, fornmal dehyde, or
met hanol in the outlet vent stream of the
control device, pounds per hour.

(i) Calculation of mass per unit production. To

conply with any of the production-based conpliance
options in Table 1A to this subpart, you nust cal cul ate
your mass per unit production em ssions for each

performance test run using Equation 2 of this section:

= ERee
P~ CE

(Eq. 2)

VWher e:

MP = mass per unit production, pounds per oven
dried ton OR pounds per thousand square feet
on a specified thickness basis (see paragraph
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(j) of this section if you need to convert
from one thickness basis to another);

ERux = enmission rate of total HAP (cal cul ated as the
sum of the em ssion rates of acetal dehyde,
acrol ein, formal dehyde, nethanol, phenol, and
propi onal dehyde) in the stack, pounds per
hour ;

P = process unit production rate (throughput),
oven dried tons per hour OR thousand square
feet per hour on a specified thickness basis;
capture efficiency, percent (determ ned for
reconstituted wood product presses and board
coolers as required in Table 4 to this
subpart).

CE

(j) Thickness basis conversion. Use Equation 3 of

this section to convert fromone thickness basis to

anot her:
., A
Wher e:
MSF, = thousand square feet on an A-inch basis;
MSFg; = thousand square feet on a B-inch basis;
A = old thickness you are converting from
i nches;
B = new thickness you are converting to, inches.

(k) Establishing thernmal oxidizer operating

requirenments. |If you operate a thermal oxidizer, you

must establish your thermal oxidizer operating paraneters
according to paragraphs (k) (1) through (3) of this
section.

(1) During the performance test, you nust
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continuously nonitor the firebox tenperature during each
of the required 1-hour test runs. For regenerative
t hermal oxidizers, you may neasure the tenperature in
mul tiple locations (e.g., one |location per burner) in the
conbusti on chanber and cal cul ate the average of the
t enperature measurenents prior to reducing the
tenperature data to 15-m nute averages for purposes of
establishing your m ninmumfirebox tenperature. The
m ni mum firebox tenperature nust then be established as
the average of the three m ninmum 15-m nute firebox
tenperatures nonitored during the three test runs.
Multiple three-run performance tests nmay be conducted to
establish a range of paraneter val ues under different
operating conditions.

(2) You may establish a different m ni num firebox
tenperature for your thermal oxidizer by submtting the
notification specified in 863.2280(g) and conducting a
repeat performance test as specified in paragraph (k) (1)
of this section that denmonstrates conpliance with the
appl i cabl e conpliance options of this subpart.

(3) If your thermal oxidizer is a conbustion unit
t hat accepts process exhaust into the flanme zone, then

you are exenpt fromthe performance testing and
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moni toring requirenments specified in paragraphs (k) (1)
and (2) of this section. To denonstrate initial
conpliance, you nmust submt documentation with your
Noti fication of Conpliance Status show ng that process
exhausts controlled by the conbustion unit enter into the
flame zone.

(I') Establishing catalytic oxidizer operating

requi rements. |If you operate a catalytic oxidizer, you

must establish your catal ytic oxidizer operating
paranmet ers according to paragraphs (1)(1) and (2) of this
section.

(1) During the performance test, you nust
continuously nonitor during the required 1-hour test runs
either the tenperature at the inlet to each catal yst bed
or the tenperature in the conbustion chanmber. For
regenerative catalytic oxidizers, you nust cal culate the
average of the tenperature neasurenents from each
catal yst bed inlet or within the conbustion chanber prior
to reducing the tenperature data to 15-m nute averages
for purposes of establishing your mnimum catal ytic
oxi di zer tenperature. The m ninmum catal ytic oxidizer
tenperature nust then be established as the average of

the three m ni num 15-m nute tenperatures nonitored during
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the three test runs. Miltiple three-run perfornmance
tests may be conducted to establish a range of paraneter
val ues under different operating conditions.

(2) You may establish a different m ninmum catal ytic
oxi di zer tenperature by submtting the notification
specified in 863.2280(g) and conducting a repeat
perfornmance test as specified in paragraphs (1)(1) and
(2) of this section that denmpnstrates conpliance with the
applicable conpliance options of this subpart.

(m Establishing biofilter operating requirenents.

I f you operate a biofilter, you nust establish your
bi ofilter operating requirenments according to paragraphs
(m (1) through (3) of this section.

(1) During the performance test, you nust
continuously nonitor the biofilter bed tenperature during
each of the required 1-hour test runs. To nonitor
biofilter bed tenperature, you may use nultiple
t hernocoupl es in representative |ocations throughout the
biofilter bed and cal cul ate the average biofilter bed
tenperature across these thernocouples prior to reducing
the tenperature data to 15-m nute averages for purposes
of establishing biofilter bed tenperature limts. The

bi ofilter bed tenperature range nust be established as
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the m ni rum and maxi nrum 15-m nute biofilter bed
tenperatures nonitored during the three test runs. You
may base your biofilter bed tenperature range on val ues
recorded during previous performance tests provided that
the data used to establish the tenperature ranges have
been obtained using the test nethods required in this
subpart. If you use data from previ ous perfornmance
tests, you nust certify that the biofilter and associ ated
process unit(s) have not been nodified subsequent to the
date of the performance tests. Replacenent of the
biofilter media with the sane type of material is not
considered a nodification of the biofilter for purposes
of this section.

(2) For a new biofilter installation, you will be
allowed up to 180 days foll ow ng the conpliance date or
180 days following initial startup of the biofilter to
conplete the requirenments in paragraph (m (1) of this
section.

(3) You may expand your biofilter bed tenperature
operating range by submtting the notification specified
in 863.2280(g) and conducting a repeat perfornmance test
as specified in paragraph (m (1) of this section that

denonstrates conpliance with the applicable conpliance



431

options of this subpart.

(n) Establishing operating requirenents for process

units neeting conpliance options wi thout a control

device. |If you operate a process unit that neets a
conpliance option in Table 1A to this subpart, or is a
process unit that generates debits in an em ssions
average w thout the use of a control device, you nust
establish your process unit operating paraneters
according to paragraphs (n)(1) through (2) of this
section.

(1) During the perfornmance test, you nust identify
and docunent the process unit controlling paraneter(s)
that affect total HAP em ssions during the three-run
performance test. The controlling paraneters you
identify nust coincide with the representative operating
conditions you describe according to 863.2262(b)(2). For
each paraneter, you nmust specify appropriate nonitoring
met hods, nonitoring frequencies, and for continuously
nmoni t ored paraneters, averaging tinmes not to exceed 24
hours. The operating limt for each controlling
paraneter nmust then be established as the m ni num
maxi mum range, or average (as appropriate dependi ng on

the paranmeter) recorded during the performance test.
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Multiple three-run performance tests may be conducted to
establish a range of paraneter val ues under different
operating conditions.

(2) You may establish different controlling
paraneter limts for your process unit by submtting the
notification specified in 863.2280(g) and conducting a
repeat performance test as specified in paragraph (n)(1)
of this section that denmonstrates conpliance with the
conpliance options in Table 1A to this subpart or is used
to establish em ssion averaging debits for an
uncontrol |l ed process unit.

(o) Establishing operating requirenents using THC

CEMS. |If you choose to neet the operating requirenents
by monitoring THC concentration instead of nmonitoring
control device or process operating paraneters, you must
establish your THC concentration operating requirenent
according to paragraphs (o) (1) through (2) of this
section.

(1) During the performance test, you nust
continuously nonitor THC concentrati on using your CEMS
during each of the required 1-hour test runs. The
maxi mum THC concentrati on nmust then be established as the

average of the three maxi num 15-m nute THC concentrations
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monitored during the three test runs. Miltiple three-run
performance tests nmay be conducted to establish a range
of THC concentration val ues under different operating
condi tions.

(2) You may establish a different maxi num THC
concentration by submtting the notification specified in
863. 2280(g) and conducting a repeat perfornmance test as
specified in paragraph (o)(1) of this section that
denonstrates conpliance with the conpliance options in
Tabl es 1A and 1B to this subpart.

863.2263 Initial conpliance demonstration for a dry

rotary dryer.

| f you operate a dry rotary dryer, you nmnust
denonstrate that your dryer processes furnish with an
inlet noisture content of |ess than or equal to 30
percent (by weight, dry basis) and operates with a dryer
inlet tenperature of less than or equal to 600°F. You
must designate and clearly identify each dry rotary
dryer. You nust record the inlet furnish noisture
content (dry basis) and inlet dryer operating tenperature
according to 863.2269(a), (b), and (c) and 863.2270 for a
m ni mum of 30 cal endar days. You nust submt the highest

recorded 24-hour average inlet furnish noisture content
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and the highest recorded 24-hour average dryer inlet
tenperature with your Notification of Conpliance Status.
In addition, you nmust submt with the Notification of
Conpl i ance Status a signed statenment by a responsible
official that certifies with truth, accuracy, and
conpl eteness that the dry rotary dryer will dry furnish
with a maxi numinlet noisture content |ess than or equal
to 30 percent (by weight, dry basis) and will operate
with a maxi muminlet tenperature of less than or equal to
600°F in the future.

863.2264 Initial compliance denonstration for a hardwood

veneer dryver.

| f you operate a hardwood veneer dryer, you mnust
record the annual volunme percentage of softwood veneer
speci es processed in the dryer as follows:

(a) Use Equation 1 of this section to calculate the

annual vol unme percentage of softwood species dried:

SW, = S?W(100) (Eq. 1)

VWher e:

SW, annual vol une percent softwood species dried;

SW sof twod veneer dried during the previous
12 nmont hs, thousand square feet (3/8-inch
basi s);

T = total softwood and hardwood veneer dried
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during the previous 12 nonths, thousand
square feet (3/8-inch basis).

(b) You nust designate and clearly identify each
har dwood veneer dryer. Submt with the Notification of
Conpl i ance Status the annual vol une percentage of
sof twood species dried in the dryer based on your dryer
production for the 12 nonths prior to the conpliance date
specified for your source in 863.2233. |If you did not
dry any softwood species in the dryer during the 12
nont hs prior to the conpliance date, then you need only
to submit a statenment indicating that no softwood species
were dried. In addition, submt with the Notification of
Conpl i ance Status a signed statenment by a responsible
official that certifies with truth, accuracy, and
conpl eteness that the veneer dryer will be used to
process | ess than 30 vol unme percent softwood species in
the future.

863.2265 Initial compliance denonstration for a softwood

veneer drver.

I f you operate a softwood veneer dryer, you mnust
develop a plan for review and approval for mnim zing
fugitive em ssions fromthe veneer dryer heated zones,
and you nust submit the plan with your Notification of

Conpl i ance St at us.
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863.2266 Initial conpliance demonstration for a veneer

redryer.

I f you operate a veneer redryer, you nust record the
inl et noisture content of the veneer processed in the
redryer according to 863.2269(a) and (c) and 863.2270 for
a m nimum of 30 cal endar days. You nust designhate and
clearly identify each veneer redryer. You nust submt
t he hi ghest recorded 24-hour average inlet veneer
nmoi sture content with your Notification of Conpliance
Status to show that your veneer redryer processes veneer
with an inlet noisture content of |ess than or equal to
25 percent (by weight, dry basis). |In addition, submt
with the Notification of Conpliance Status a signed
statenment by a responsible official that certifies with
truth, accuracy, and conpl eteness that the veneer redryer
will dry veneer with a nmoisture content |ess than 25
percent (by weight, dry basis) in the future.

863.2267 Initial conmpliance denonstration for a

reconstituted wood product press or board cool er.

I f you operate a reconstituted wood product press at
a new or existing affected source or a reconstituted wood
product board cooler at a new affected source, then you

must either use a wood products enclosure as defined in
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863. 2292 or neasure the capture efficiency of the capture
device for the press or board cool er using Methods 204
and 204A through 204F of 40 CFR part 51, appendix M (as
appropriate), or using the alternative tracer gas method
contained in appendix Ato this subpart. You nust submt
docunment ati on that the wood products encl osure neets the
press enclosure design criteria in 863.2292 or the
results of the capture efficiency verification with your
Notification of Conpliance Status.

863.2268 Initial conpliance denonstration for a wet

control device.

If you use a wet control device as the sole neans of
reduci ng HAP em ssions, you must devel op and inplenment a
pl an for review and approval to address how organi c HAP
captured in the wastewater fromthe wet control device is
contai ned or destroyed to mninm ze re-release to the
at nosphere such that the desired em ssions reductions are
obtai ned. You nmust submt the plan with your
Notification of Conpliance Status.

863.2269 What are nyv nonitoring installation, operation,

and mai nt enance requirenments?

(a) Ceneral continuous paraneter nonitoring

requirenments. You nust install, operate, and maintain
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each conti nuous paraneter nonitoring system ( CPMS)
according to paragraphs (a)(1) through (3) of this
section.

(1) The CPMS nust be capable of conpleting a
m ni mrum of one cycle of operation (sanpling, analyzing,
and recording) for each successive 15-m nute period.

(2) At all tinmes, you nust maintain the nonitoring
equi prent including, but not limted to, nmaintaining
necessary parts for routine repairs of the nmonitoring
equi prment .

(3) Record the results of each inspection,
calibration, and validation check.

(b) Tenperature nonitoring. For each tenperature

nmoni tori ng device, you nust neet the requirenents in
paragraphs (a) and (b)(1) through (6) of this section.

(1) Locate the tenperature sensor in a position
that provides a representative tenperature.

(2) Use a tenperature sensor with a m ni mum
accuracy of 4°F or 0.75 percent of the tenperature val ue,
whi chever is |arger.

(3) If a chart recorder is used, it nust have a
sensitivity with m nor divisions not nore than 20°F

(4) Performan electronic calibration at |east
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sem annual |y according to the procedures in the
manuf acturer’s owners nmanual. Following the electronic
calibration, you nust conduct a tenperature sensor
val i dation check in which a second or redundant
tenperature sensor placed nearby the process tenperature
sensor nust yield a reading within 30°F of the process
t enperature sensor’s reading.

(5) Conduct calibration and validation checks any
time the sensor exceeds the manufacturer’s specified
maxi mum operating tenperature range or install a new
t enperature sensor.

(6) At least quarterly, inspect all conponents for
integrity and all electrical connections for continuity,
oxi dati on, and gal vani c corrosion.

(c) Wod noisture nonitoring. For each furnish or

veneer noisture neter, you nust neet the requirenents in
paragraphs (a)(1), (2), (4) and (5) and paragraphs (c)(1)
t hrough (4) of this section.

(1) For dry rotary dryers, use a continuous
noi sture nonitor with a mni num accuracy of 1 percent
(dry basis) noisture or better in the 25 to 35 percent
(dry basis) noisture content range. For veneer redryers,

use a continuous noisture nonitor with a m ni nrum accuracy



440
of 3 percent (dry basis) noisture or better in the 15 to
25 percent (dry basis) npisture content range.
Alternatively, you may use a conti nuous noi sture nonitor
with a mni mum accuracy of 5 percent (dry basis) noisture
or better for dry rotary dryers used to dry furnish with
| ess than 25 percent (dry basis) npisture or for veneer
redryers used to redry veneer with I ess than 20 percent
(dry basis) noisture.

(2) Locate the moisture nonitor in a position that
provi des a representative nmeasure of furnish or veneer
noi st ure.

(3) Calibrate the nmoisture nonitor based on the
procedures specified by the noisture nonitor manufacturer
at | east once per sem annual conpliance period (or nore
frequently if recommended by the noisture nonitor
manuf acturer).

(4) At least quarterly, inspect all conponents of
the noisture nonitor for integrity and all electrical
connections for continuity.

(5) Use Equation 1 of this section to convert

percent noisture neasurenents wet basis to a dry basis:

vC,, =—iCuee /100 (100) (Eq. 1)
“¥"1. (mc,., 7100) 4
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Wher e
MCyy = percent noisture content of wood materi al
(wei ght percent, dry basis);
MCw: = percent noisture content of wood materi al

(wei ght percent, wet basis).

(d) Continuous enission nonitoring system(s). Each

CEMS nust be installed, operated, and maintai ned
according to paragraphs (d)(1) through (4) of this
section.

(1) Each CEMsS for nonitoring THC concentration nust
be installed, operated, and naintained according to
Perf ormance Specification 8 of 40 CFR part 60, appendi X
B. You nust also conmply with Procedure 1 of 40 CFR part
60, appendi x F.

(2) You nust conduct a performance eval uati on of
each CEMS according to the requirenents in 863.8 and
according to Performance Specification 8 of 40 CFR part
60, appendi x B.

(3) As specified in 863.8(c)(4)(ii), each CEMS nust
conplete a m ni mum of one cycle of operation (sanpling,
anal yzi ng, and data recording) for each successive 15-

m nut e peri od.
(4) The CEMS data nust be reduced as specified in

§63.8(g) (2) and §63.2270(d) and (e).
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Cont i nuous Conpliance Requirenents

863.2270 How do | monitor and collect data to

denpbnstrate conti nuous conpli ance?

(a) You nust nonitor and coll ect data according to
this section.

(b) Except for, as appropriate, nonitor
mal f unctions, associated repairs, and required quality
assurance or control activities (including, as
applicable, calibration checks and required zero and span
adj ust ments), you nust conduct all nonitoring in
continuous operation at all tinmes that the process unit
is operating. For purposes of calculating data averages,
you must not use data recorded during nonitoring
mal functions, associated repairs, out-of-control periods,
or required quality assurance or control activities. You
must use all the data collected during all other periods
in assessing conpliance. A nonitoring malfunction is any
sudden, infrequent, not reasonably preventable failure of
the nmonitoring to provide valid data. Monitoring
failures that are caused in part by poor naintenance or
carel ess operation are not mal functions. Any period for
whi ch the nonitoring systemis out-of-control and data

are not available for required calcul ations constitutes a
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deviation fromthe nonitoring requirenents.

(c) You may not use data recorded during nonitoring
mal f unctions, associated repairs, and required quality
assurance or control activities; data recorded during
periods of startup, shutdown, and mal function; or data
recorded during periods of control device downtinme
covered in any approved routine control device
mai nt enance exenption in data averages and cal cul ati ons
used to report em ssion or operating levels, nor may such
data be used in fulfilling a m ninmum data availability
requirenent, if applicable. You nust use all the data
coll ected during all other periods in assessing the
operation of the control system

(d) Except as provided in paragraph (e) of this
section, determ ne the 3-hour block average of al
recorded readi ngs, calculated after every 3 hours of
operation as the average of the evenly spaced recorded
readings in the previous 3 operating hours (excluding
peri ods described in paragraphs (b) and (c) of this
section).

(e) For dry rotary dryer and veneer redryer wood
noi sture nonitoring, dry rotary dryer tenperature

moni toring, biofilter bed tenperature nonitoring, and
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biofilter outlet THC nonitoring, determ ne the 24-hour
bl ock average of all recorded readi ngs, calcul ated after
every 24 hours of operation as the average of the evenly
spaced recorded readings in the previous 24 operating
hours (excluding periods described in paragraphs (b) and
(c) of this section).

(f) To calculate the data averages for each 3-hour
or 24-hour averagi ng period, you nust have at |east 75
percent of the required recorded readings for that period
using only recorded readings that are based on valid data
(i.e., not from periods described in paragraphs (b) and
(c) of this section).

863. 2271 How do | denpbnstrate continuous conpliance with

the conpliance options, operating requirenents, and work

practice requirenents?

(a) You nust denonstrate continuous conpliance with
t he conpliance options, operating requirenents, and work
practice requirements in 8863.2240 and 63. 2241 that apply
to you according to the nethods specified in Tables 7 and
8 to this subpart.

(b) You nust report each instance in which you did
not meet each conpliance option, operating requirenent,

and work practice requirenent in Tables 7 and 8 to this



445

subpart that applies to you. This includes periods of
startup, shutdown, and mal function and peri ods of control
devi ce mai ntenance specified in paragraphs (b)(1) through
(3) of this section. These instances are deviations from
t he conpliance options, operating requirenents, and work
practice requirements in this subpart. These deviations
must be reported according to the requirenents in
§63. 2281.

(1) During periods of startup, shutdown, and
mal function, you nust operate in accordance with the
SSMP.

(2) Consistent with 8863.6(e) and 63.7(e)(1),
devi ations that occur during a period of startup,
shut down, or nmal function are not violations if you
denonstrate to the EPA Adm nistrator’s satisfaction that
you were operating in accordance with the SSMP. The EPA
Adm ni strator will determ ne whet her deviations that
occur during a period of startup, shutdown, or
mal function are violations, according to the provisions
in 863.6(e).

(3) Deviations that occur during periods of control
devi ce nmai ntenance covered by any approved routine

control device maintenance exenption are not violations
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if you denonstrate to the EPA Adm nistrator’s
sati sfaction that you were operating in accordance with
t he approved routine control device maintenance
exenpti on.
Notifications, Reports, and Records

863. 2280 What notifications nust | submt and when?

(a) You nust submt all of the notifications in
8863. 7(b) and (c), 63.8(e), (f)(4) and (f)(6), 63.9 (b)
t hrough (e), and (g) and (h) by the dates specifi ed.

(b) You nust submit an Initial Notification no
| ater than 120 cal endar days after [|INSERT DATE 60 DAYS
AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER] or after initial startup, whichever is
| ater, as specified in 863.9(b)(2).

(c) If you are required to conduct a perfornmance
test, you nust submt a witten notification of intent to
conduct a performance test at |east 60 cal endar days
before the performance test is scheduled to begin as
specified in 863.7(b)(1).

(d) If you are required to conduct a perfornmance
test, design evaluation, or other initial conpliance
denonstration as specified in Tables 4, 5, and 6 to this

subpart, you nust submt a Notification of Conpliance
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Status as specified in 863.9(h)(2)(ii).

(1) For each initial conpliance denonstration
required in Table 5 or 6 to this subpart that does not
i nclude a performance test, you nust submt the
Notification of Conpliance Status before the close of
busi ness on the 30th cal endar day follow ng the
conpletion of the initial conpliance denonstration.

(2) For each initial conpliance denonstration
required in Tables 5 and 6 to this subpart that includes
a performance test conducted according to the
requirenents in Table 4 to this subpart, you nmust submt
the Notification of Conpliance Status, including the
performance test results, before the close of business on
the 60th cal endar day following the conpletion of the
performance test according to 863.10(d)(2).

(e) If you request a routine control device
mai nt enance exenption according to 863.2251, you nust
submt your request for the exenption no |ater than 30
days before the conpliance date.

(f) If you use the em ssions averaging conpliance
option in 863.2240(c), you nust submt an Em ssions
Averaging Plan to the EPA Adm nistrator for approval no

| ater than 1 year before the conpliance date or no | ater
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than 1 year before the date you would begin using an
en ssions average, whichever is later. The Em ssions
Averagi ng Pl an nust include the information in paragraphs
(f)(1) through (6) of this section.

(1) Identification of all the process units to be
included in the en ssions average indicating which
process units will be used to generate credits, and which
process units that are subject to conpliance options in
Tabl es 1A and 1B to this subpart will be uncontrolled
(used to generate debits) or under-controlled (used to
generate debits and credits).

(2) Description of the control systemused to
generate em ssion credits for each process unit used to
generate credits.

(3) Determnation of the total HAP contro
efficiency for the control systemused to generate
em ssion credits for each credit-generating process unit.

(4) Calculation of the RMR and AMR, as cal cul ated
usi ng Equations 1 through 3 of 863.2240(c)(1).

(5) Docunentation of total HAP measurenents nade
according to 863.2240(c)(2)(iv) and other rel evant
docunment ation to support calcul ation of the RVR and AMR

(6) A summary of the operating paranmeters you wl|
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moni tor and nonitoring nethods for each debit-generating
and credit-generating process unit.

(g) You nust notify the EPA Adm nistrator within 30
days before you take any of the actions specified in
paragraphs (g) (1) through (3) of this section.

(1) You nodify or replace the control systemfor
any process unit subject to the conpliance options and
operating requirenments in this subpart.

(2) You shut down any process unit included in your
Em ssi ons Averagi ng Pl an.

(3) You change a continuous nonitoring paraneter or
the value or range of values of a continuous nonitoring
paraneter for any process unit or control device.

8§63.2281 \What reports nust | subnmit and when?

(a) You nust submt each report in Table 9 to this
subpart that applies to you.

(b) Unless the EPA Adm ni strator has approved a
di fferent schedule for subm ssion of reports under
863. 10(a), you nust submt each report by the date in
Table 9 to this subpart and as specified in paragraphs
(b) (1) through (5) of this section.

(1) The first conpliance report nust cover the

period begi nning on the conpliance date that is specified
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for your affected source in 863.2233 ending on June 30 or
Decenber 31, and lasting at |east 6 nmonths, but |ess than
12 nonths. For exanple, if your conpliance date is March
1, then the first sem annual reporting period would begin
on March 1 and end on Decenber 31

(2) The first conpliance report nust be postnarked
or delivered no later than July 31 or January 31 for
conpliance periods ending on June 30 and Decenber 31,
respectively.

(3) Each subsequent conpliance report nust cover
t he sem annual reporting period from January 1 through
June 30 or the sem annual reporting period fromJuly 1
t hr ough Decenber 31.

(4) Each subsequent conpliance report nust be
post mar ked or delivered no later than July 31 or January
31 for the sem annual reporting period ending on June 30
and Decenber 31, respectively.

(5) For each affected source that is subject to
permtting regulations pursuant to 40 CFR part 70 or 40
CFR part 71, and if the permtting authority has
established dates for submtting sem annual reports
pursuant to 870.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 871.6(a)(3)(iii)(A),

you may submt the first and subsequent conpliance
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reports according to the dates the permtting authority
has established instead of according to the dates in
par agraphs (b) (1) through (4) of this section.

(c) The conpliance report must contain the
information in paragraphs (c)(1) through (8) of this
section.

(1) Conpany nanme and address.

(2) Statenment by a responsible official with that
official’s name, title, and signature, certifying the
truth, accuracy, and conpl eteness of the content of the
report.

(3) Date of report and begi nning and endi ng dates
of the reporting period.

(4) If you had a startup, shutdown, or malfunction
during the reporting period and you took actions
consistent with your SSMP, the conpliance report nust
include the information specified in 863.10(d)(5)(i).

(5) A description of control device maintenance
performed while the control device was offline and one or
nore of the process units controlled by the control
devi ce was operating, including the information specified
i n paragraphs (c)(5)(i) through (iii) of this section.

(i) The date and tinme when the control device was
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shut down and restarted.

(ii) Ildentification of the process units that were
operating and the nunmber of hours that each process unit
operated while the control device was offline.

(ii1) A statenent of whether or not the control
devi ce mai ntenance was included in your approved routine
control device maintenance exenption devel oped pursuant
to 863.2251. If the control device maintenance was
i ncluded in your approved routine control device
mai nt enance exenption, then you nmust report the
information in paragraphs (c)(5)(iii)(A) through (C) of
this section.

(A) The total amount of tinme that each process unit
controlled by the control device operated during the
sem annual conpliance period and during the previous
sem annual conpliance peri od.

(B) The amount of tinme that each process unit
controlled by the control device operated while the
control device was down for maintenance covered under the
routine control device naintenance exenption during the
sem annual conpliance period and during the previous
sem annual conpliance peri od.

(C) Based on the information recorded under
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paragraphs (c)(5)(iii)(A) and (B) of this section for
each process unit, conpute the annual percent of process
unit operating uptinme during which the control device was
offline for routine maintenance using Equation 1 of this

section.

DT + DT
RM = —2 ¢ (Eq. 1)
PU, + PU,

VWher e:

RM = Annual percentage of process unit uptine
during which control device is down for
routi ne control device nmintenance;

PU, = Process unit uptinme for the previous
sem annual conpliance peri od;
PU. = Process unit uptinme for the current
sem annual conpliance peri od;
DT, = Control device downtine clainmed under the

routine control device maintenance exenption
for the previous sem annual conpliance
peri od;

DT, = Control device downtine claimed under the
routine control device maintenance exenption
for the current sem annual conpliance peri od.

(6) The results of any performance tests conducted
during the sem annual reporting period.

(7) If there are no deviations fromany applicable
conpliance option or operating requirenent, and there are

no deviations fromthe requirements for work practice
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requirenents in Table 8 to this subpart, a statenent that
there were no deviations fromthe conpliance options,
operating requirenents, or work practice requirenents
during the reporting period.

(8) If there were no periods during which the
continuous nonitoring system (CMS), including CEMS and
CPMS, was out-of-control as specified in 863.8(c)(7), a
statenment that there were no periods during which the CMS
was out-of-control during the reporting period.

(d) For each deviation froma conpliance option or
operating requirenent and for each deviation fromthe
work practice requirenents in Table 8 to this subpart
that occurs at an affected source where you are not using
a CMsS to conply with the conpliance options, operating
requi renents, or work practice requirenents in this
subpart, the conpliance report nust contain the
information in paragraphs (c)(1) through (6) of this
section and in paragraphs (d)(1) and (2) of this section.
Thi s includes periods of startup, shutdown, and
mal function and routine control device maintenance.

(1) The total operating time of each affected
source during the reporting period.

(2) Information on the nunber, duration, and cause
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of deviations (including unknown cause, if applicable),
as applicable, and the corrective action taken.

(e) For each deviation froma conpliance option or
operating requirement occurring at an affected source
where you are using a CMs to conply with the conpliance
options and operating requirenments in this subpart, you
must include the information in paragraphs (c)(1) through
(6) and paragraphs (e)(1) through (11) of this section.
Thi s includes periods of startup, shutdown, and
mal function and routine control device maintenance.

(1) The date and tinme that each mal function started
and stopped.

(2) The date and tinme that each CMS was
i noperative, except for zero (lowI|evel) and high-Ievel
checks.

(3) The date, tine, and duration that each CMS was
out-of-control, including the information in 863.8(c)(8).

(4) The date and tinme that each deviation started
and stopped, and whet her each deviation occurred during a
period of startup, shutdown, or malfunction; during a
period of control device maintenance covered in your
approved routine control device maintenance exenption; or

duri ng anot her peri od.
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(5) A summary of the total duration of the
devi ation during the reporting period and the total
duration as a percent of the total source operating tine
during that reporting period.

(6) A breakdown of the total duration of the
devi ations during the reporting period into those that
are due to startup, shutdown, control system probl ens,
control device maintenance, process problens, other known
causes, and ot her unknown causes.

(7) A summary of the total duration of CMS downti ne
during the reporting period and the total duration of CMS
downtime as a percent of the total source operating tine
during that reporting period.

(8) A brief description of the process units.

(9) A brief description of the CMs.

(10) The date of the latest CMS certification or
audi t .

(11) A description of any changes in CMS,
processes, or controls since the last reporting period.

(f) If you conply with the em ssions averaging
conpliance option in 863.2240(c), you nust include in
your sem annual conpliance report cal cul ati ons based on

operating data fromthe sem annual reporting period that
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denmonstrate that actual nass renoval equals or exceeds
the required mass renoval.

(g) Each affected source that has obtained a title
V operating permt pursuant to 40 CFR part 70 or 40 CFR
part 71 nust report all deviations as defined in this
subpart in the sem annual nonitoring report required by
870.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 871.6(a)(3)(iii)(A). If an
af fected source submts a conpliance report pursuant to
Table 9 to this subpart along with, or as part of, the
sem annual nonitoring report required by
8§70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 871.6(a)(3)(iii)(A), and the
conpliance report includes all required information
concerning deviations fromany conpliance option,
operating requirenment, or work practice requirenment in
this subpart, subm ssion of the conpliance report shal
be deened to satisfy any obligation to report the sanme
deviations in the sem annual nonitoring report. However,
subm ssion of a conpliance report shall not otherw se
affect any obligation the affected source may have to
report deviations frompermt requirenments to the
permtting authority.

8§63. 2282 \What records nust | keep?

(a) You nust keep the records listed in paragraphs
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(a)(1l) through (4) of this section.

(1) A copy of each notification and report that you
submtted to conmply with this subpart, including all
docunment ati on supporting any Initial Notification or
Notification of Conpliance Status that you submtted,
according to the requirenents in 863.10(b)(2)(xiv).

(2) The records in 863.6(e)(3)(iii) through (v)
related to startup, shutdown, and nmal function.

(3) The records in 863.2250(e) relating to control
devi ce mai ntenance and docunentati on of your approved
routi ne control device mai ntenance exenption, if you
request such an exenption under 863.2251.

(4) Records of performance tests and perfornmance
eval uations as required in 863.10(b)(2)(viii).

(b) You nmust keep the records required in Tables 7
and 8 to this subpart to show continuous conpliance with
each conpliance option, operating requirenent, and work
practice requirenment that applies to you.

(c) For each CEMS, you nust keep the foll ow ng
records.

(1) Records described in 863.10(b)(2)(vi) through
(xi).

(2) Previous (i.e., superseded) versions of the
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performance eval uation plan as required in 863.8(d)(3).

(3) Request for alternatives to relative accuracy
testing for CEMS as required in 863.8(f)(6)(i).

(4) Records of the date and tinme that each
devi ation started and stopped, and whether the deviation
occurred during a period of startup, shutdown, or
mal f unction or during another period.

(d) If you conply with the em ssions averaging
conpliance option in 863.2240(c), you nust keep records
of all information required to calculate em ssion debits
and credits.

(e) If you operate a catalytic oxidizer, you nust
keep records of annual catalyst activity checks and
subsequent corrective actions.

863.2283 1 n what formand how | ong must | keep ny

records?

(a) Your records nust be in a form suitable and
readily avail able for expeditious review as specified in
863.10(b) (1) .

(b) As specified in 863.10(b)(1), you nmust keep
each record for 5 years follow ng the date of each
occurrence, measurenent, maintenance, corrective action,

report, or record.
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(c) You nust keep each record on site for at |east
2 years after the date of each occurrence, nmeasurenent,
mai nt enance, corrective action, report, or record
according to 863.10(b)(1). You can keep the records
offsite for the remaining 3 years.
O her Requirenents and I nformation

8§63. 2290 \What parts of the General Provisions apply to

ne?
Table 10 to this subpart shows which parts of the
General Provisions in 8863.1 through 63.13 apply to you.

863.2291 \Who i nmplenments and enforces this subpart?

(a) This subpart can be inplenmented and enforced by
the U S. EPA or a delegated authority such as your State,
| ocal, or tribal agency. |f the EPA Adm nistrator has
del egated authority to your State, local, or triba
agency, then that agency has the authority to inplenent
and enforce this subpart. You should contact your EPA
Regional O fice to find out if this subpart is del egated
to your State, local, or tribal agency.

(b) In delegating inplenmentation and enforcenent
authority of this subpart to a State, local, or triba
agency under 40 CFR part 63, subpart E, the authorities

contained in paragraph (c) of this section are retained
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by the EPA Adm nistrator and are not transferred to the
State, local, or tribal agency.

(c) The authorities that will not be del egated to
State, local, or tribal agencies are listed in paragraphs
(c)(1) through (5) of this section.

(1) Approval of alternatives to the conpliance
options, operating requirenents, and work practice
requi rements in 8863.2240 and 63. 2241 as specified in
863.6(g). For the purposes of delegation authority under
40 CFR part 63, subpart E, “conpliance options” represent
“em ssion limts”; “operating requirements” represent
“operating limts”; and “work practice requirenents”
represent “work practice standards.”

(2) Approval of major alternatives to test nethods
as specified in 863.7(e)(2)(ii) and (f) and as defined in
§63. 90.

(3) Approval of mpjor alternatives to nonitoring as
specified in 863.8(f) and as defined in 863.90.

(4) Approval of major alternatives to recordkeeping
and reporting as specified in 863.10(f) and as defined in
863. 90.

(5) Approval of PCWP sources denpnstrations of

eligibility for the lowrisk subcategory devel oped
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according to appendix B of this subpart.

8§63. 2292 \What definitions apply to this subpart?

Ternms used in this subpart are defined in the Clean
Air Act (CAA), in 40 CFR 63.2, the General Provisions,
and in this section as follows:

Af fected source neans the collection of dryers,

refiners, blenders, forners, presses, board coolers, and
ot her process units associated with the manufacturing of
pl ywood and conposite wood products. The affected source
includes, but is not limted to, green end operations,
refining, drying operations, resin preparation, blending
and form ng operations, pressing and board cooling
operations, and m scell aneous finishing operations (such
as sandi ng, saw ng, patching, edge sealing, and other
finishing operations not subject to other NESHAP). The
af fected source also includes onsite storage of raw
materials used in the manufacture of plywood and/ or
conposite wood products, such as resins; onsite

wast ewat er treatnent operations specifically associated
with plywood and conposite wood products manufacturing;
and m scel | aneous coating operations (defined el sewhere
in this section). The affected source includes |unber

kil ns at PCWP manufacturing facilities and at any other
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kind of facility.

Agricultural fiber neans the fiber of an annual

agricultural crop. Exanples of agricultural fibers
i nclude, but are not limted to, wheat straw, rice straw,
and bagasse.

Biofilter neans an encl osed control system such as a
tank or series of tanks with a fixed roof that contact
em ssions with a solid nedia (such as bark) and use
m crobi ol ogical activity to transform organic pollutants
in a process exhaust streamto i nnocuous conmpounds such
as carbon di oxi de, water, and inorganic salts.

Wast ewat er treatnent systens such as aeration |agoons or
activated sludge systens are not considered to be
biofilters.

Capture device neans a hood, encl osure, or other

means of collecting em ssions into a duct so that the
em ssions can be neasured.

Capture efficiency means the fraction (expressed as

a percentage) of the pollutants from an em ssion source
that are collected by a capture device.

Catalytic oxidizer nmeans a control systemthat

conbusts or oxidizes, in the presence of a catalyst,

exhaust gas froma process unit. Catalytic oxidizers
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i nclude regenerative catalytic oxidizers and thermnal
catal ytic oxidizers.

Conbustion unit means a dryer burner, process

heater, or boiler used for conbustion of organic HAP
em ssi ons.

Control device nmeans any equi pnment that reduces the

quantity of HAP emtted to the air. The device may
destroy the HAP or secure the HAP for subsequent
recovery. Control devices include, but are not limted
to, thermal or catalytic oxidizers, combustion units that
i nci nerate process exhausts, biofilters, and condensers.

Control system or add-on control system neans the

conbi nati on of capture and control devices used to reduce
HAP eni ssions to the atnosphere.

Conveyor strand dryer neans a conveyor dryer used to

reduce the noi sture of wood strands used in the
manuf acture of oriented strandboard, | am nated strand
| umber, or other wood strand-based products. A conveyor

strand dryer is a process unit.

Conveyor strand dryer zone neans each portion of a

conveyor strand dryer with a separate heat exchange
system and exhaust vent(s). Conveyor strand dryers

contain nultiple zones (e.g., three zones), which may be
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divided into nultiple sections.

Devi ati on neans any instance in which an affected
source subject to this subpart, or an owner or operator
of such a source:

(1) Fails to neet any requirenment or obligation
established by this subpart including, but not limted
to, any conpliance option, operating requirenment, or work
practice requirenent;

(2) Fails to neet any termor condition that is
adopted to i nplenment an applicable requirement in this
subpart, and that is included in the operating permt for
any affected source required to obtain such a permt; or

(3) Fails to neet any conpliance option, operating
requi renment, or work practice requirenment in this subpart
during startup, shutdown, or malfunction, regardless of
whet her or not such failure is permtted by this subpart.
A deviation is not always a violation. The determ nation
of whether a deviation constitutes a violation of the
standard is up to the discretion of the entity
responsi bl e for enforcenent of the standards.

Dryver heated zones neans the zones of a softwood

veneer dryer or fiberboard nmat dryer that are equi pped

with heating and hot air circulation units. The cooling
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zone(s) of the dryer through which anmbient air is blown
are not part of the dryer heated zones.

Dry rotary dryer neans a rotary dryer that dries

wood particles or fibers with a maxi muminlet noisture
content of less than or equal to 30 percent (by weight,
dry basis) and operates with a maxi numinlet tenperature
of less than or equal to 600°F. A dry rotary dryer is a
process unit.

Dry form ng neans the process of making a mat of

resinated fiber to be conpressed into a reconstituted
wood product such as particleboard, oriented strandboard,
medi um density fiberboard, or hardboard.

Ei ber neans the discrete el ements of wood or simlar
cellulosic material, which are separated by mechani cal
means, as in refining, that can be fornmed into boards.

Fi ber board neans a conposite panel conposed of

cellulosic fibers (usually wood or agricultural material)
made by wet form ng and conpacting a mat of fi bers.

Fi berboard density generally is less than 0.50 grans per
cubic centinmeter (31.5 pounds per cubic foot).

Fi berboard mat dryer neans a dryer used to reduce

the noisture of wet-formed wood fiber mats by operation

at elevated tenperature. A fiberboard mat dryer is a
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process unit.

Fl ame zone neans the portion of the conbustion

chanmber in a combustion unit that is occupied by the
fl anme envel ope.

Furni sh nmeans the fibers, particles, or strands used
for maki ng boards.

G ue-1 am nated beam neans a structural wood beam

made by bondi ng | unber together along its faces with
resin.

Green rotary dryer neans a rotary dryer that dries

wood particles or fibers with an inlet noisture content
of greater than 30 percent (by weight, dry basis) at any
dryer inlet tenperature or operates with an inl et
tenperature of greater than 600°F with any inlet npisture

content. A green rotary dryer is a process unit.

Group 1 m scell aneous coating operations neans

application of edge seals, nail lines, logo (or other

i nformation) paint, shelving edge fillers,

t rademar k/ gradest anp i nks, and wood putty patches to

pl ywood and conposite wood products (except kiln-dried

| unber) on the sane site where the plywood and conposite
wood products are manufactured. G oup 1 m scell aneous

coating operations also include application of synthetic
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patches to plywod at new affected sources.

Har dboard neans a conposite panel conposed of inter-
felted cellulosic fibers nmade by dry or wet form ng and
pressing of a resinated fiber mat. Hardboard generally
has a density of 0.50 grans per cubic centinmeter (31.5
pounds per cubic foot) or greater.

Har dboard oven nmeans an oven used to heat treat or

t enper hardboard after hot pressing. Hum dification
chanbers are not considered as part of hardboard ovens.

A hardboard oven is a process unit.

Har dwood neans the wood of a broad-|eafed tree,
ei t her deci duous or evergreen. Exanples of hardwoods
i nclude, but are not |limted to, aspen, birch, poplar,
and oak.

Har dwood veneer dryer neans a dryer that renoves

excess noisture fromveneer by conveying the veneer

t hrough a heated nediumon rollers, belts, cables, or
wire nesh. Hardwood veneer dryers are used to dry veneer
with | ess than 30 percent softwood species on an annual
vol une basis. Veneer kilns that operate as batch units,
veneer dryers heated by radio frequency or m crowaves
that are used to redry veneer, and veneer redryers

(defined el sewhere in this section) that are heated by
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conventi onal nmeans are not considered to be hardwood

veneer dryers. A hardwood veneer dryer isS a process

unit .

Kiln-dried | unber neans solid wood | unber that has

been dried in a lunber kiln.

Lam nated strand |unber (LSL) means a conposite
product formed into a billet made of thin wood strands
cut fromwhole |ogs, resinated, and pressed together wth
the grain of each strand oriented parallel to the length
of the finished product.

Lam nated veneer lunber (LVL) nmeans a conposite

product formed into a billet nade from |l ayers of

resi nated wood veneer sheets or pieces pressed together
with the grain of each veneer aligned primarily al ong the
l ength of the finished product. Lam nated veneer | unber

i ncludes parallel strand |unber (PSL).

Lunber kiln means an encl osed dryer operated at

el evated tenperature to reduce the noisture content of
[ umber .

Medi um density fiberboard (MDF) means a conposite

panel conposed of cellulosic fibers (usually wood or
agricultural fiber) made by dry form ng and pressing of a

resinated fi ber mat.
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Met hod detection linmt neans the nmi ni num

concentration of an analyte that can be determ ned with
99 percent confidence that the true value is greater than
zero.

M scel | aneous coating operations neans application

of any of the following to plywood or conposite wood

products: edge seals, noisture sealants, anti-skid

coatings, conpany | ogos, trademark or grade stanps, nai

| ines, synthetic patches, wood patches, wood putty,

concrete formng oils, glues for veneer conposing, and

shelving edge fillers. M scell aneous coating operations

al so include the application of prinmer to oriented

strandboard siding that occurs at the sane site as

ori ented strandboard manufacture and application of

asphalt, clay slurry, or titaniumdioxide coatings to

fi berboard at the sanme site of fiberboard manufacture.
MSE means thousand square feet (92.9 square neters).

Square footage of panels is usually neasured on a

t hi ckness basis, such as 3/8-inch, to define the total

volunme of panels. Equation 6 of 863.2262(j) shows how to

convert from one thickness basis to another.

Nondet ect data means, for the purposes of this

subpart, any value that is below the nethod detection
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limt.

Non- HAP coating neans a coating with HAP contents

bel ow 0.1 percent by nmass for Occupational Safety and
Heal th Adm ni stration-defined carcinogens as specified in
29 CFR 1910.1200(d)(4), and below 1.0 percent by mass for
ot her HAP conpounds.

Oiented strandboard (OSB) neans a conposite panel

produced fromthin wood strands cut from whol e | ogs,
formed into resinated |layers (with the grain of strands
in one | ayer oriented perpendicular to the strands in
adj acent | ayers), and pressed.

Oven-dried ton(s) (ODT) neans tons of wood dried

until all of the noisture in the wood is renmoved. One
oven-dried ton equals 907 oven-dried kil ograns.

Parti al wood products encl osure means an encl osure

t hat does not neet the design criteria for a wood
products encl osure as defined in this subpart.

Particle means a discrete, small piece of cellulosic
material (usually wood or agricultural fiber) produced
mechani cally and used as the aggregate for a
particl eboard.

Particl eboard means a conposite panel conposed

primarily of cellulosic materials (usually wood or
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agricultural fiber) generally in the form of discrete
pi eces or particles, as distinguished fromfibers, which
are pressed together with resin.

Pl ywood and conposite wood products (PCWP)

manuf acturing facility neans a facility that manufactures

pl ywood and/ or conposite wood products by bondi ng wood
material (fibers, particles, strands, veneers, etc.) or
agricultural fiber, generally with resin under heat and
pressure, to forma structural panel or engi neered wood
product. Plywood and conposite wood products

manuf acturing facilities also include facilities that
manuf acture dry veneer and |lunber kilns | ocated at any
facility. Plywood and conposite wood products incl ude,
but are not limted to, plywood, veneer, particleboard,
oriented strandboard, hardboard, fiberboard, nedium
density fiberboard, |am nated strand |unber, |am nated
veneer |unber, wood |-joists, kiln-dried |unmber, and

gl ue-1 am nat ed beans.

Pl ywood nmeans a panel product consisting of |ayers
of wood veneers hot pressed together with resin. Plywood
i ncl udes panel products nade by hot pressing (with resin)
veneers to a substrate such as particl eboard, medi um

density fiberboard, or |unber.
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Press predryer neans a dryer used to reduce the

nmoi sture and el evate the tenperature of a wet-forned
fiber mat before the mat enters a hot press. A press

predryer is a process unit.

Pressurized refiner means a piece of equi pnent

operated under pressure for preheating (usually by

steam ng) wood material and refining (rubbing or
grinding) the wood material into fibers. Pressurized
refiners are operated with continuous infeed and outfeed
of wood material and maintain elevated internal pressures
(i.e., there is no pressure release) throughout the

preheating and refining process. A pressurized refiner

is a process unit.

Primary tube dryer neans a single-stage tube dryer

or the first stage of a nulti-stage tube dryer. Tube
dryer stages are separated by vents for renoval of npist
gases between stages (e.g., a product cyclone at the end
of a single-stage dryer or between the first and second
stages of a nulti-stage tube dryer). The first stage of
a nulti-stage tube dryer is used to renove the majority
of the noisture fromthe wood furnish (conpared to the
nmoi sture reduction in subsequent stages of the tube

dryer). Blowlines used to apply resin are consi dered
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part of the primary tube dryer. A primary tube dryer is

a process unit.

Process unit means equi pment classified according to

its function such as a bl ender, dryer, press, former, or
board cool er.

Reconsti tut ed wood product board cool er neans a

pi ece of equi pnment designed to reduce the tenperature of
a board by nmeans of forced air or convection within a
controlled time period after the board exits the
reconstituted wood product press unloader. Board coolers
i ncl ude wi cket and star type coolers commonly found at
medi um density fiberboard and particl eboard pl ants.

Board cool ers do not include cooling sections of dryers
(e.g., veneer dryers or fiberboard mat dryers) or coolers
integrated into or follow ng hardboard bake ovens or

hum di fiers. A reconstituted wood product board cool er

is a process unit.

Reconstituted wood product press neans a press,

including (if applicable) the press unl oader, that
presses a resinated mat of wood fibers, particles, or
strands between hot platens or hot rollers to conpact and
set the mat into a panel by sinultaneous application of

heat and pressure. Reconstituted wood product presses
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are used in the manufacture of hardboard, nmedium density
fi berboard, particleboard, and oriented strandboard.
Extruders are not considered to be reconstituted wood

product presses. A reconstituted wood product press is a

process unit.

Representative operating conditions neans operation

of a process unit during performance testing under the
conditions that the process unit will typically be
operating in the future, including use of a
representative range of materials (e.g., wood material of
a typical species mx and noi sture content or typical
resin fornmulation) and representative operating

t enperature range.

Resin nmeans the synthetic adhesive (including glue)
or natural binder, including additives, used to bond wood
or other cellulosic materials together to produce plywood
and conposite wood products.

Responsi bl e official neans responsible official as

defined in 40 CFR 70.2 and 40 CFR 71. 2.

Rotary strand dryer neans a rotary dryer operated at

el evated tenperature and used to reduce the noisture of
wood strands used in the manufacture of oriented

strandboard, | am nated strand | unber, or other wood
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strand- based products. A rotary strand dryer is a

process unit.

Secondary tube dryer neans the second stage and

subsequent stages following the primary stage of a multi-
stage tube dryer. Secondary tube dryers, also referred
to as relay dryers, operate at | ower tenperatures than
the primary tube dryer they follow  Secondary tube
dryers are used to renove only a small anmpunt of the
furni sh noisture conpared to the furnish noisture
reduction across the primary tube dryer. A secondary

tube dryer is a process unit.

Sof t wood nmeans the wood of a coniferous tree.
Exanpl es of softwoods include, but are not limted to,
Sout hern yel |l ow pine, Douglas fir, and White spruce.

Sof t wood veneer dryer nmeans a dryer that renoves

excess noisture fromveneer by conveying the veneer

t hrough a heated medium generally on rollers, belts,
cables, or wire mesh. Softwood veneer dryers are used to
dry veneer with greater than or equal to 30 percent
sof t wod speci es on an annual volune basis. Veneer kilns
t hat operate as batch units, veneer dryers heated by
radi o frequency or m crowaves that are used to redry

veneer, and veneer redryers (defined el sewhere in this
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section) that are heated by conventi onal neans are not
considered to be softwood veneer dryers. A softwood

veneer dryer is a process unit.

Startup neans bringing equi pmrent online and starting
t he production process.

Startup, initial nmeans the first tinme equipment is

put into operation. Initial startup does not include
operation solely for testing equipnent. Initial startup
does not include subsequent startups (as defined in this
section) follow ng mal function or shutdowns or follow ng
changes in product or between batch operations. Initial
startup does not include startup of equipnent that
occurred when the source was an area source.

Startup, shutdown, and nmalfunction plan (SSMP) neans

a plan devel oped according to the provisions of
863.6(e)(3).

Strand neans a long (with respect to thickness and
width), flat wood piece specially cut froma log for use
in oriented strandboard, |am nated strand | unber, or
ot her wood strand-based product.

Tenporary total enclosure (TTE) nmeans an encl osure

constructed for the purpose of neasuring the capture

efficiency of pollutants emtted froma given source, as
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defined in Method 204 of 40 CFR part 51, appendix M

Thermal oxidizer neans a control systemthat
conbusts or oxidizes exhaust gas from a process unit.
Thermal oxidi zers include regenerative thermal oxidizers
and conbustion units.

Total hazardous air pollutant eni ssions neans, for

pur poses of this subpart, the sumof the em ssions of the
foll owing six compounds: acetal dehyde, acrol ein,
f ormal dehyde, nethanol, phenol, and propional dehyde.

Tube dryer means a single-stage or nulti-stage dryer

operated at el evated tenperature and used to reduce the
noi sture of wood fibers or particles as they are conveyed
(usual ly pneumatically) through the dryer. Resin may or
may not be applied to the wood material before it enters

the tube dryer. A tube dryer is a process unit.

Veneer nmeans thin sheets of wood peeled or sliced
fromlogs for use in the manufacture of wood products
such as plywood, |am nated veneer |unber, or other
products.

Veneer redryer neans a dryer heated by conventi onal

means, such as direct wood-fired, direct-gas-fired, or
steam heated, that is used to redry veneer that has been

previously dried. Because the veneer dried in a veneer
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redryer has been previously dried, the inlet noisture
content of the veneer entering the redryer is |ess than
25 percent (by weight, dry basis). Batch units used to
redry veneer (such as redry cookers) are not considered

to be veneer redryers. A veneer redryer is a process

unit.

Wet control device neans any equi pnent that uses

water as a neans of collecting an air pollutant. Wt
control devices include scrubbers, wet electrostatic
precipitators, and electrified filter beds. Wt control
devi ces do not include biofilters or other equipnment that
destroys or degrades HAP.

Wet form ng nmeans the process of making a slurry of

water, fiber, and additives into a mat of fibers to be
conpressed into a fiberboard or hardboard product.

Wod | -joists nmeans a structural wood beam wi th an

| -shaped cross section forned by bonding (wth resin)
wood or | am nated veneer |unber flanges onto a web cut

from a panel such as plywood or oriented strandboard.

Wbod products encl osure neans a pernmanently

install ed contai nnent that was designed to neet the

foll ow ng physical design criteria:
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(5)
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Any natural draft opening shall be at | east
four equival ent opening diameters from each HAP-
emtting point, except for where board enters
and exits the enclosure, unless otherw se
specified by the EPA Adm ni strator.

The total area of all natural draft openings
shall not exceed 5 percent of the surface area
of the enclosure's four walls, floor, and
ceiling.

The average facial velocity of air through al
natural draft openings shall be at |east 3,600
meters per hour (200 feet per mnute). The
direction of airflow through all natural draft
openi ngs shall be into the encl osure.

Al'l access doors and w ndows whose areas are
not included in item2 of this definition and
are not included in the calculation of facial
velocity in item 3 of this definition shall be
cl osed during routine operation of the process.
The encl osure is designed and naintained to
capture all em ssions for discharge through a

control device.

Wrk practice requirenent means any design,
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equi pnent, work practice, or operational standard, or
conbi nati on thereof, that is promul gated pursuant to
section 112(h) of the CAA.

1- hour period neans a 60-m nute period.
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Tabl es to Subpart

DDD of Part 63

Tabl e 1A to Subpart DDDD of Part 63. Production-Based Conpliance

Opti ons

For the foll ow ng process units...

(1) fiberboard nat dryer heated zones
(at new affected sources only)

You nust neet the follow ng
producti on-based conpl i ance
option (total HAP? basis)..

0.022 | b/ MSF 1/ 2"

(2) green rotary dryers

0. 058 | b/ COT

(3) hardboard ovens

0.022 | b/ MSF 1/8"

(4) press predryers (at new affected
sources only)

0.037 | b/ MSF 1/2"

(5) pressurized refiners

0. 039 | b/ COT

(6) primary tube dryers

0.26 | b/ CDT

(7) reconstituted wood product board
coolers (at new affected sources only)

0.014 | b/ MSF 3/4"

(8) reconstituted wood product presses

0.30 I b/ MSF 3/ 4"

(9) softwood veneer dryer heated zones

0.022 | b/ MSF 3/8"

(10) rotary strand dryers

0.18 I b/ COT

(11) secondary tube dryers

0. 010 | b/ COT

aTotal HAP, as defined in 863.2292, includes acetal dehyde, acrolein,

f or mal dehyde, nethanol, phenol, and propi onal dehyde. |b/ CODT = pounds per
oven-dried ton; |b/NMSF = pounds per thousand square feet with a

speci fied thickness basis (inches). Section 63.2262(j) shows how to

convert fromone thickness basis to another.

Note: There is no production-based conpliance option for conveyor

strand dryers
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Table 1B to Subpart DDDD of Part 63. Add-on Control Systens Conpliance

Opti ons

For each of the
fol | owi ng process
units. .

Fi berboard mat dryer
heated zones (at new
affected sources only);
green rotary dryers;
har dboard ovens; press
predryers (at new
affected sources only);
pressurized refiners;
tube dryers
reconstituted wood
product board cool ers
(at new af fected sources
only); reconstituted
wood product presses;
sof twood veneer dryer
heat ed zones; rotary
strand dryers; conveyor
strand dryer zone one
(at existing affected
sources); and conveyor
strand dryer zones one
and two (at new affected
sour ces)

You nust conply with one of the follow ng
si x conpliance options by using an
em ssions control system.

(1) reduce emssions of total HAP
measured as THC (as carbon)?, by 90
percent; or

(2) linmt enissions of total HAP, neasured
as THC (as carbon)?, to 20 ppnvd; or

(3) reduce nethanol em ssions by 90
percent; or

(4) linmt nethanol emissions to |ess than
or equal to 1 ppnvd if uncontrolled

met hanol em ssions entering the contro
device are greater than or equal to 10
ppnvd; or

(5) reduce fornal dehyde eni ssions by 90
percent; or

(6) limt formal dehyde enmissions to | ess
than or equal to 1 ppnvd if uncontrolled

f or mal dehyde em ssions entering the contro
device are greater than or equal to 10
ppnvd.

aYou may choose to subtract nethane from THC as carbon measurenents



Table 2 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63.

484

Operating Requirenents

If you operate you must... or you nust...

a(n)

(1) thermal mai ntain the 3-hour bl ock mai ntain the 3-hour bl ock

oxi di zer average firebox tenperature average THC concentrationa in

above the m ni num tenperature
establ i shed during the
perf ormance test

the thermal oxidizer exhaust
bel ow t he maxi mum concentrati on
establ i shed during the
perfornmance test.

(2) catalytic
oxi di zer

mai ntai n the 3-hour bl ock
average catal ytic oxidizer
tenperature above the m ni mum
tenperature established
during the performance test;
AND check the activity |eve
of a representative sanpl e of
the catal yst at |east every
12 nont hs

mai ntai n the 3-hour bl ock
average THC concentrationa in
the catal ytic oxidizer exhaust
bel ow t he maxi mum concentration
establ i shed during the
performance test.

(3) biofilter

mai ntai n the 24-hour bl ock
biofilter bed tenperature
within the range established
according to 8§63.2262(m

mai ntai n the 24-hour bl ock
average THC concentration= in
the biofilter exhaust bel ow the
maxi mum concentration
establ i shed during the
perfornmance test.

(4) contro
devi ce ot her
than a thermal
oxi di zer,
catal ytic
oxi di zer, or
biofilter

petition the EPA

Adm ni strator for site-

speci fic operating
paraneter(s) to be
establ i shed during the
performance test and maintain
the average operating
paraneter(s) within the
range(s) established during
the perfornmance test

mai ntai n the 3-hour bl ock
average THC concentrationa in
the control device exhaust
bel ow t he maxi mum concentrati on
establ i shed during the
performance test.




485

(5) process maintain on a daily basis the naintain the 3-hour bl ock

unit that process unit controlling average THC concentrationa= in
neets a operating paraneter(s) within the process unit exhaust bel ow
conpl i ance the ranges established during the naxi mum concentration
option in the perfornance test establ i shed during the

tabl e la of according to 863.2262(n) per f or mance test.

this subpart,
or a process
unit that
gener at es
debits in an
em ssi ons

aver age

W t hout the
use of a
control device

aYou nmay choose to subtract nethane from THC measurenents.



486

Table 3 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63. W rk Practice Requirenents

For the foll ow ng process units You nust. ..

at existing or new affected

sour ces. . .

(1) dry rotary dryers process furnish with a 24-hour bl ock

average inlet noisture content of |ess
than or equal to 30 percent (by weight,
dry basis); AND operate with a 24-hour
bl ock average inlet dryer tenperature
of less than or equal to 600°F.

(2) hardwood veneer dryers process |l ess than 30 vol ume percent
sof twood species on an annual basis.

(3) softwood veneer dryers mnimze fugitive emssions fromthe
dryer doors through (proper naintenance
procedures) and the green end of the
dryers (though proper bal ancing of the
heat ed zone exhausts).

(4) veneer redryers process veneer that has been previously
dried, such that the 24-hour block
average inlet noisture content of the
veneer is less than or equal to 25
percent (by weight, dry basis).

(5) group 1 mscellaneous coating use non-HAP coatings as defined in
oper at i ons 863. 2292
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Requi renents for Performance

Tests
For. .. You nust. .. Usi ng. . .
(1) each process unit sel ect sanpling port’s Met hod 1 or 1A of 40 CFR

subj ect to a conpliance
option in Table 1A or 1B
to this subpart or used in
cal cul ation of an

em ssions average under
863. 2240(c)

| ocati on and the nunber
of traverse ports

part 60, appendix A (as
appropriate).

(2) each process unit

subj ect to a conpliance
option in Table 1A or 1B
to this subpart or used in
cal cul ation of an

em ssi ons average under
§63. 2240( c)

determ ne velocity and
volunetric flowrate

Method 2 in addition to
Met hod 2A, 2C, 2D, 2F, or
2G in appendix Ato 40
CFR part 60 (as
appropriate).

(3) each process unit

subj ect to a conpliance
option in Table 1A or 1B
to this subpart or used in
cal cul ation of an

em ssi ons average under
863. 2240(c)

conduct gas nol ecul ar
wei ght anal ysi s

Method 3, 3A, or 3B in
appendi x A to 40 CFR part
60 (as appropriate).

(4) each process unit
subject to a conpliance
option in Table 1A or 1B
to this subpart or used in
cal cul ation of an

em ssions average under
863. 2240(c)

nmeasure noi sture
content of the stack
gas

Met hod 4 in appendix Ato
40 CFR part 60; OR Method
320 in appendix A to 40
CFR part 63; OR ASTM
D6348-03 (I BR, see

863. 14(b))

(5) each process unit

subj ect to a conpliance
option in Table 1B to this
subpart for which you
choose to denonstrate
conpliance using a tota
HAP as THC conpl i ance
option

measure em ssi ons of
total HAP as THC

Met hod 25A in appendi x A
to 40 CFR part 60. You
may measure em ssions of
met hane usi ng EPA Met hod
18 in appendix A to 40
CFR part 60 and subtract
the net hane em ssions
fromthe em ssions of
total HAP as THC




(6) each process unit
subject to a conpliance
option in Table 1A to this
subpart; OR for each
process unit used in

cal cul ation of an

em ssions average under
863. 2240(c)
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nmeasur e em ssi ons of
total HAP (as defined
in 863.2292)

Met hod 320 in appendix A
to 40 CFR part 63; OR the
NCASI Met hod | M CAN Wp-
99.02 (IBR, see

863. 14(f)); OR ASTM
D6348- 03 (I BR, see

863. 14(b)) provided that
percent R as determ ned
in Annex A5 of ASTM
D6348-03 is equal or
greater than 70 percent
and |l ess than or equal to
130 percent.

(7) each process unit

subj ect to a conpliance
option in Table 1B to this
subpart for which you
choose to denonstrate
conpl i ance using a

nmet hanol conpliance option

nmeasur e em ssi ons of
met hanol

Met hod 308 in appendix A
to 40 CFR part 63; OR

Met hod 320 in appendi x A
to 40 CFR part 63; OR the
NCASI Met hod C/Wp-98. 01
(1BR, see 863.14(f)); OR
t he NCASI Met hod

I M CAN WP-99. 02 (IBR see
§63. 14(f)).

(8) each process unit

subj ect to a conpliance
option in Table 1B to this
subpart for which you
choose to denonstrate
conpl i ance using a

f or mal dehyde conpl i ance
option

nmeasure em ssi ons of
f or mal dehyde

Met hod 316 in appendix A
to 40 CFR part 63; OR

Met hod 320 in appendix A
to 40 CFR part 63; OR

Met hod 0011 in “Test

Met hods for Eval uating
Solid Waste
Physi cal / Chemi ca

Met hods” (EPA Publication
No. SW846) for

f or mal dehyde; OR the
NCASI Met hod C/Wp-98. 01
(1BR, see 8§63.14(f)); OR
the NCASI Met hod

I M CAN WP-99. 02 (IBR see
§63. 14(f)).



(9) each reconstituted
wood product press at a
new or existing affected
source or reconstituted
wood product board cool er
at a new af fected source
subj ect to a conpliance
option in Table 1B to this
subpart or used in

cal cul ation of an

em ssions average under
863. 2240( c)
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neet the design

speci fications included
in the definition of
wood products encl osure
in 863.2292

R

det erm ne the percent
capture efficiency of
the encl osure directing
em ssions to an add-on
control device

Met hods 204 and 204A

t hrough 204F of 40 CFR
part 51, appendix M to
determ ne capture
efficiency (except for
wood products encl osures
as defined in 863.2292).
Encl osures that neet the
definition of wood
products encl osure or
that nmeet Method 204
requirenents for a

per manent total enclosure
(PTE) are assumed to have
a capture efficiency of
100 percent. Encl osures
that do not neet either
the PTE requirenments or
design criteria for a
wood products encl osure
nust deternine the
capture efficiency by
constructing a TTE
according to the

requi renents of Method
204 and appl yi ng Met hods
204A t hrough 204F (as
appropriate).

As an alternative to

Met hods 204 and 204A

t hrough 204F, you may use
the tracer gas met hod
contained in appendi x A
to this subpart.

(10) each reconstituted
wood product press at a
new or existing affected
source or reconstituted
wood product board cool er
at a new affected source
subject to a conpliance
option in Table 1A to this
subpart

determ ne the percent
capture efficiency

a TTE and Met hods 204 and
204A t hrough 204F (as
appropriate) of 40 CFR
part 51, appendix M As
an alternative to
installing a TTE and
usi ng Met hods 204 and
204A through 204F, you
may use the tracer gas
met hod contained in
appendix Ato this
subpart .

(11) each process unit
subj ect to a conpliance
option in Tables 1A and 1B
to this subpart or used in
cal cul ation of an

em ssi ons average under
§63. 2240( c)

establish the site-
specific operating
requi renents (including
the paraneter limts or
THC concentration
limts) in Table 2 to
this subpart

data fromthe paraneter
nmoni toring systemor THC
CEMS and the applicable
perfornance test

nmet hod(s) .
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Table 5 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63.
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Performance Testing and Initia

Conpl i ance Denonstrations for the Conpliance Options and Qperating

Requi renent s

For each. ..

(1) process unit
listed in Table 1A to
this subpart

For the
fol | owi ng
conpl i ance
opti ons and
operating
requirenents

neet the
producti on- based
conpl i ance
options listed in
Table 1A to this
subpart

You have denonstrated initia
conpliance if...

the average total HAP em ssions
neasured using the nethods in Table
4 to this subpart over the 3-hour
performance test are no greater
than the conpliance option in Table
1A to this subpart; AND you have a
record of the operating
requirenent(s) listed in Table 2 to
this subpart for the process unit
over the perfornance test during
whi ch em ssions did not exceed the
conpl i ance option val ue

(2) process unit
listed in Table 1B to
this subpart

reduce eni ssions
of total HAP
nmeasured as THC,
by 90 percent

total HAP emi ssions, neasured using
the methods in Table 4 to this
subpart over the 3-hour performance
test, are reduced by at least 90
percent, as cal cul ated using the
procedures in 863.2262; AND you
have a record of the operating
requirenent(s) listed in Table 2 to
this subpart for the process unit
over the perfornmance test during
whi ch em ssions were reduced by at

| east 90 percent

(3) process unit
listed in Table 1B to
this subpart

[imt em ssions
of total HAP,
nmeasured as THC,
to 20 ppnvd

the average total HAP eni ssions,
neasured using the nethods in Table
4 to this subpart over the 3-hour
performance test, do not exceed 20
ppnvd; AND you have a record of the
operating requirement(s) listed in
Table 2 to this subpart for the
process unit over the performance
test during which em ssions did not
exceed 20 ppnvd.




(4) process unit
listed in Table 1B to
this subpart
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reduce net hano
or fornal dehyde
em ssions by 90
per cent

t he net hanol or formal dehyde

em ssions neasured using the
nethods in Table 4 to this subpart
over the 3-hour performance test,
are reduced by at |east 90 percent,
as cal cul ated using the procedures
in 863.2262; AND you have a record
of the operating requirenent(s)
listed in Table 2 to this subpart
for the process unit over the
performance test during which

em ssions were reduced by at |east
90 percent.

(5) process unit limt nethanol or t he average nethanol or

listed in Table 1B to f or mal dehyde f or mal dehyde emi ssi ons, neasured

this subpart

em ssions to | ess
than or equal to
1 ppnvd (if
uncontrol | ed

em ssions are
greater than or
equal to 10
ppnvd)

using the nethods in Table 4 to
this subpart over the 3-hour
performance test, do not exceed 1
pprmvd; AND you have a record of the
operating requirement(s) listed in
Table 2 to this subpart for the
process unit over the performance
test during which em ssions did not
exceed 1 ppnvd. |f the process
unit is a reconstituted wood
product press or a reconstituted
wood product board cool er, your
capture device either nmeets the EPA
Met hod 204 criteria for a PTE or
achi eves a capture efficiency of
greater than or equal to 95
percent.

(6) reconstituted
wood product press at
a new or existing
affected source, or
reconstituted wood
product board cool er
at a new affected
source

(7) process unit
listed in Table 1B to
this subpart
controll ed by routing
exhaust to a
conbustion unit

conpl i ance
options in

Tabl es 1A and 1B
to this subpart
or the enissions
aver agi ng
conpl i ance option
in §63.2240(c)

conpl i ance
options in Table
1B to this
subpart or the
em ssi ons

aver agi ng
conpl i ance option
in 863.2240(c)

you submit the results of capture
efficiency verification using the
nethods in Table 4 to this subpart
with your Notification of
Conpl i ance Status.

you submit with your Notification
of Conpliance Status documentation
showi ng that the process exhausts
controlled enter into the flame
zone of your conbustion unit.




(8) process unit
listed in Table 1B to
this subpart using a
wet control device as
t he sol e neans of
reduci ng HAP

em ssi ons
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conpl i ance
options in Table
1B to this
subpart or the

em ssi ons

aver agi ng
conpl i ance option
in §63.2240(c)

you submit with your Notification
of Conpliance Status your plan to
address how organi c HAP captured in
the wastewater fromthe wet control
device is contained or destroyed to
mnimze re-rel ease to the

at nospher e.



Table 6 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63.

494

for Wirk Practice Requiremnents

Initia

Conpl i ance Denonstrati ons

For each. ..

(1) dry rotary dryer

For the
foll owi ng work
practice
requi renents. .

process furnish
with an inlet
noi sture content
| ess than or
equal to 30
percent (by

wei ght, dry
basi s) AND
operate with an
inlet dryer

t enper ature of

| ess than or
equal to 600°F

You have denonstrated initial
conpliance if...

you neet the work practice

requi renent AND you subnit a signed
statement with the Notification of
Conpl i ance Status that the dryer
neets the criteria of a “dry rotary
dryer” AND you have a record of the
inlet noisture content and inl et
dryer tenperature (as required in
§63. 2263) .

(2) hardwood veneer
dryer

process |ess than
30 vol une percent
sof t wood speci es

you neet the work practice

requi renent AND you subnit a signed
statement with the Notification of
Conpl i ance Status that the dryer
neets the criteria of a “hardwood
veneer dryer” AND you have a record
of the percentage of softwoods
processed in the dryer (as required
in 8§63.2264).

(3) softwood veneer
dryer

mnimze fugitive
em ssions from
the dryer doors
and the green end

you meet the work practice

requi renent AND you submit with the
Notification of Conpliance Status a
copy of your plan for mnimzing
fugitive em ssions fromthe veneer
dryer heated zones (as required in
863. 2265) .

(4) veneer redryers

process veneer
with an inlet
noi sture content
of less than or
equal to 25
percent (by

wei ght, dry
basi s)

you neet the work practice

requi renent AND you subnit a signed
statenent with the Notification of
Conpl i ance Status that the dryer
operates only as a redryer AND you
have a record of the veneer inlet
noi sture content of the veneer
processed in the redryer (as
required in 863.2266).
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Table 6 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63. |Initial Conpliance Denonstrations
for Wirk Practice Requiremnents

For each... For the You have denonstrated initial
foll owi ng work conpliance if...
practice

requirenents. ..

(5) group 1 use non- HAP you neet the work practice

m scel | aneous coating coatings as requi renent AND you subnit a signed

operations defined in statenent with the Notification of
863. 2292 Conpl i ance Status that you are

usi ng non- HAP coatings AND you have
a record showi ng that you are using
non- HAP coat i ngs.
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Table 7 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63. Continuous Conpliance Wth the
Conpl i ance Qptions and QOperating Requiremnents

For. .. For the foll ow ng You must denonstrate

conpl i ance options and conti nuous conpliance

operating by. ..

requirenents. ..
(1) each conpliance options in Table <collecting and recording the
process unit 1B to this subpart or the operating paraneter nonitoring
listed in em ssi ons averagi ng systemdata listed in Table 2
Table 1B to this conpliance option in to this subpart for the process
subpart or used 863. 2240(c) and the unit according to 863.2269(a)
in calculation operating requirenents in through (b) and 8§63.2270; AND
of an em ssions Table 2 to this subpart reduci ng the operating
aver age under based on nonitoring of paraneter nonitoring system
§63. 2240(c) operating paraneters data to the specified averages

in units of the applicable
requi renent according to

cal cul ations in 863.2270; AND
mai nt ai ni ng the average
operating paranmeter at or above
the mni mum at or bel ow the
maxi mum or w thin the range
(whi chever applies) established
according to 863.2262.

(2) each conpl i ance options in coll ecting and recordi ng the
process unit Tables 1A and 1B to this THC nonitoring data listed in
listed in subpart or the em ssions Table 2 to this subpart for the
Tables 1A and 1B averagi ng conpliance option process unit according to

to this subpart in 8§863.2240(c) and the 863. 2269(d); AND reducing the
or used in operating requirenents in CEMS data to 3-hour bl ock

cal cul ation of Table 2 of this subpart averages according to

an eni ssions based on THC CEMS data calculations in 863.2269(d);
aver age under AND mai nt ai ni ng the 3-hour

863. 2240(c) bl ock average THC concentration

in the exhaust gases |ess than
or equal to the THC
concentration established
according to 863.2262.
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Conpl i ance Qptions and QOperating Requiremnents

(3) each process
unit using a
biofilter

conpl i ance options in Table
1B to this subpart or the
em ssi ons aver agi ng
conpl i ance option in

863. 2240( c)

Cont i nuous Conpliance Wth the

conducting a repeat perfornmance
test using the applicable

nmet hod(s) specified in Table 4
to this subpart within 2 years
foll owi ng the previous
performance test and w thin 180
days after each replacenent of
any portion of the biofilter
bed nedia with a different type
of media or each replacenent of
nore than 50 percent (by
volune) of the biofilter bed
nmedia with the sane type of

nedi a.

(4) each process
unit using a

conpl i ance options in Table
1B to this subpart or the

checking the activity |evel of
a representative sanple of the

catal ytic em ssi ons aver agi ng catal yst at | east every 12
oxi di zer conpliance option in nont hs and taki ng any necessary
863. 2240( ¢) corrective action to ensure

that the catalyst is performng
within its design range

(5) each conpliance options in Table <collecting and recording on a

process unit 1A to this subpart or the daily basis process unit

listed in em ssi ons averagi ng controlling operating paraneter

Table 1A to this
subpart, or
each process
unit without a
control device
used in

cal cul ati on of
an em ssi ons
aver agi ng debi t
under

863. 2240( c)

conpl i ance option in
863.2240(c) and the
operating requirenents in
Table 2 to this subpart
based on nonitoring of
process unit controlling
operating paraneters

data; AND nui ntaining the
operating paraneter at or above
the mni mum at or bel ow the
maxi mum or w thin the range
(whi chever applies) established
according to 863.2262.

(6) process
unit listed in
Table 1B to this
subpart using a
wet contro
device as the
sol e neans of
reduci ng HAP

em ssi ons

conpl i ance options in Table
1B to this subpart or the
em ssi ons aver agi ng
conpl i ance option in

863. 2240( c)

i npl enenting your plan to

addr ess how organi ¢ HAP
captured in the wastewater from
the wet control device is

contai ned or destroyed to
mnimze re-rel ease to the

at nospher e.
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Table 8 to Subpart DDDD of Part 63.
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Wrrk Practice Requirenents

Cont i nuous Conpliance Wth the

For. ..

(1) dry rotary

dryer

For the foll ow ng
work practice
requirenents. .

process furnish with an
inlet noisture content

| ess than or equal to 30
percent (by weight, dry
basis) AND operate with
an inlet dryer
tenperature of |ess than
or equal to 600°F

You nust denonstrate
conti nuous conpliance

by. ..

mai ntai ni ng the 24-hour bl ock
average inlet furnish noisture
content at |less than or equal to
30 percent (by weight, dry basis)
AND mai ntai ni ng the 24-hour bl ock
average inlet dryer tenperature at
| ess than or equal to 600°F, AND
keepi ng records of the inlet
furni sh noi sture content and inlet
dryer tenperature.

(2) hardwood
veneer dryer

process | ess than 30
vol une percent softwood
speci es

mai nt ai ni ng the vol une percent
sof t wood speci es processed bel ow
30 percent AND keepi ng records of
t he vol une percent softwood
speci es processed

(3) softwood
veneer dryer

mnimze fugitive
em ssions fromthe dryer
doors and the green end

foll owi ng (and docunenting that
you are follow ng) your plan for
mnimzing fugitive em ssions

(4) veneer
redryers

process veneer with an

i nl et noisture content
of less than or equal to
25 percent (by weight,
dry basis)

mai nt ai ni ng the 24-hour bl ock
average inlet noisture content of
the veneer processed at or bel ow
25 percent AND keepi ng records of
the inlet noisture content of the
veneer processed.

(5) group 1

m scel | aneous
coating
operations

use non- HAP coati ngs as
defined in §63.2292

conti nuing to use non-HAP coati ngs
AND keepi ng records show ng that
you are using non-HAP coatings




Table 9 to Subpart DDDD of
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Part 63. Requirenents for

Reports

You nust submit
a(n)...

The report nmust
contain. ..

You nust submit
the report...

(1)

conpl i ance report

the information in
863.2281(c) through (g).

sem annual |y according to
the requirenents in
863. 2281(b).

(2) immediate startup
shut down, and nal functi on
report if you had a
startup, shutdown, or

mal function during the
reporting period that is
not consistent with your
SSMP

(i) actions taken for
the event.

by fax or tel ephone
within 2 working days
after starting actions
i nconsi stent with the
pl an.

(ii) the information in
863.10(d) (5) (ii).

by letter within 7
wor ki ng days after the
end of the event unless
you have made alternative
arrangenents with the
permtting authority.
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Provi sions to Subpart DDDD

501

Applicability of Ceneral

Ctation Subj ect Brief Description Applies to
Subpart DDDD
§63.1 Applicability Initial applicability Yes
determi nation; applicability
after standard established;
permt requirenents;
extensions, notifications
§63. 2 Def i ni tions Definitions for part 63 Yes
st andar ds
§63. 3 Units and Units and abbreviations for Yes
Abbrevi ati ons part 63 standards
§63. 4 Pr ohi bi t ed Prohi bited activities; Yes
Activities conpl i ance date;
ci rcunvention, fragmentation
§63.5 Construction/ Applicability; applications; Yes
Reconstruction approval s
§63. 6(a) Applicability GP apply unl ess conpliance Yes
extension; GP apply to area
sources that become maj or
§63.6(b)(1)-(4) Conpl i ance St andards apply at effective Yes
Dates for New date; 3 years after
and effective date; upon
Reconstruct ed startup; 10 years after
Sour ces construction or
reconstruction conmmences for
section 112(f)
§63. 6(b) (5) Notification Mist notify if commenced Yes
construction or
reconstruction after
pr oposal
§63. 6(b) (6) [ Reser ved]
863. 6(b) (7) Conpl i ance Area sources that becone Yes

Dat es for New
and
Reconstruct ed
Area Sources
t hat Becone
Maj or

maj or nust conply with major
source standards i medi ately
upon becom ng ngj or,

regardl ess of whet her
required to conply when they
were an area source
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§63.6(c)(1)-(2) Conpl i ance Conply according to date in Yes
Dates for subpart, which nmust be no
Exi sting |ater than 3 years after
Sour ces effective date; for section
112(f) standards, conply
within 90 days of effective
dat e unl ess conpliance
ext ensi on
863.6(c)(3)-(4) [ Reser ved]
863. 6(c)(5) Conpl i ance Area sources that becone Yes
Dates for maj or nust conply with major
Exi sting Area source standards by date
Sour ces that indicated in subpart or by
Becorme Maj or equi valent tine period
(e.g., 3 years)
863. 6(d) [ Reser ved]
863.6(e)(1)-(2) Qperation & Qperate to mnimze Yes
Mai nt enance em ssions at all tinmes;
correct mal functions as soon
as practicabl e; operation
and nmi nt enance requirenents
i ndependent |y enforceabl e
i nformati on Adm ni strator
will use to deternine if
operation and nui ntenance
requi renents were net
§863. 6(€e)(3) Start up, Requi renent for SSM and Yes
Shut down, and SSMP; content of SSMWP
Mal f uncti on
Pl an ( SSMP)
§63.6(f) (1) Conpl i ance You rnust conply with Yes
Except During em ssion standards at al
SSM tines except during SSM
863.6(f)(2)-(3) Met hods for Conpl i ance based on Yes
Det er mi ni ng performance test, operation
Conpl i ance and nai nt enance pl ans,
records, inspection
863.6(g)(1)-(3) Alternative Procedures for getting an Yes
St andard alternative standard
§63.6(h)(1)-(9) Qpacity/Visible Requirenents for opacity and NA
Emi ssion (VE) vi si bl e em ssion standards
St andar ds
863.6(i)(1)-(14) Conpl i ance Procedures and criteria for Yes
Ext ensi on Adm ni strator to grant

conpl i ance extension
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863. 6(i)(15) [ Reser ved]
§63. 6(i)(16) Conpl i ance Conpl i ance extension and Yes
Ext ensi on Adnministrator’s authority
§63.6(j) Presi denti al Presi dent nay exenpt source Yes
Conpl i ance category fromrequirement to
Exenpti on conply with rule
§863.7(a)(1)-(2) Per f or mance Dates for conducting initial Yes
Test Dates perfornmance testing and
ot her conpliance
denmonstrations; nust conduct
180 days after first subject
torule
§63. 7(a) (3) Section 114 Administrator may require a Yes
Aut hority perfornmance test under CAA
section 114 at any tinme
§63. 7(b) (1) Notification of Mist notify Adm nistrator 60 Yes
Per f or mance days before the test
Test
§63. 7(b) (2) Notification of |If have to reschedul e Yes
Reschedul i ng performance test, nust
notify Adm nistrator as soon
as practicable
863. 7(c) Quality Requi renent to submit site- Yes
Assur ance/ specific test plan 60 days
Test before the test or on date
Pl an Admini strator agrees with
test plan approva
procedures; performance
audit requirenents; interna
and external QA procedures
for testing
§63. 7(d) Testing Requi renents for testing Yes
Facilities facilities
§63.7(e) (1) Condi tions for Performance tests nust be Yes
Conduct i ng conduct ed under
Per f or mance representative conditions
Tests cannot conduct performance
tests during SSM not a
violation to exceed standard
during SSM
863.7(e)(2) Condi tions for Miust conduct according to Yes

Conducti ng
Per f or mance
Test s

rule and EPA test nethods
unl ess Admi ni strator
approves alternative
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§63.7(e)(3) Test Run Must have three test runs Yes
Durati on for at least the tine
specified in the rel evant
standard; conpliance is
based on arithmetic mean of
three runs; specifies
condi tions when data from an
addi tional test run can be
used
863. 7(f) Al ternative Procedures by which Yes
Test Met hod Admi ni strator can grant
approval to use an
alternative test method
863. 7(Qg) Per f or mance Miust include raw data in Yes
Test Data performance test report;
Anal ysi s nust subnit performance test
data 60 days after end of
test with the notification
of conpliance status; keep
data for 5 years
§63. 7(h) Wi ver of Tests Procedures for Adm nistrator Yes
to wai ve performance test
§63. 8(a) (1) Applicability Subj ect to all nonitoring Yes
of Monitoring requirenents in standard
Requi renent s
§63. 8(a) (2) Per f or mance Per f or mance specifications Yes
Speci fications in appendi x B of part 60
apply
863.8(a)(3) [ Reser ved]
§63. 8(a) (4) Monitoring with Requirenments for flares in NA
Fl ares 863. 11 apply.
§63. 8(b) (1) Moni t ori ng Mist conduct nonitoring Yes

according to standard unl ess
Adm ni strator approves
alternative
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§63.8(b)(2)-(3) Ml tiple Speci fic requirenments for Yes
Effl uents and installing nmonitoring
Ml tiple systens; nust install on
Moni t ori ng each effluent before it is
Syst ens conbi ned and before it is
rel eased to the atnosphere
unl ess Adm ni strat or
approves otherwi se; if nore
than one nonitoring system
on an em ssi on point, nust
report all nonitoring system
results, unless one
nonitoring systemis a
backup
§63. 8(c) (1) Moni t ori ng Mai ntain nonitoring system Yes
System in a manner consistent with
Qperation and good air pollution contro
Mai nt enance practices
§63.8(c)(1)(i) Qper ati on and Mist mai ntain and operate Yes
Mai nt enance of CMB in accordance with
Vs 863.6(e) (1)
863.8(c)(1)(ii) Spare Parts for Mist maintain spare parts Yes
cvs for routine CV5 repairs
863.8(c)(1)(iii) SSWP for CVS Mist devel op and i npl emrent Yes
SSMP for CVB
§63.8(c)(2)-(3) Moni t ori ng Mist install to get Yes
System representative em ssion of
Installation par anet er neasurenents; mnust
verify operational status
before or at perfornance
t est
§63. 8(c) (4) Cont i nuous CM5 nmust be operating except Yes
Moni t ori ng duri ng breakdown, out-of
Syst em ( C\VB) control, repair

Requi renent s

mai nt enance, and hi gh-1eve
calibration drifts; COVS
must have a m ni num of one
cycl e of sanpling and

anal ysis for each successive
10-second period and one
cycl e of data recording for
each successive 6-minute
peri od; CEMS nust have a

m ni mum of one cycl e of
operation for each
successive 15-m nute period
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§63. 8(c) (5) Cont i nuous COVS mi ni mum pr ocedur es NA
Qpacity
Moni tori ng
Syst em ( COVB)
M ni mum
Procedur es
863.8(c)(6)-(8) Vs Zero and high-1evel Yes
Requi renent s calibration check
requi renents; out-of-control
peri ods
§63. 8(d) CVMs Quality Requirenments for CV5 quality Yes
Contr ol control, including
calibration, etc.; nust keep
quality control plan on
record for 5 years. Keep
old versions for 5 years
after revisions
§63. 8(e) CVMs Performance Notification, perfornance Yes
Eval uati on eval uation test plan,
reports
§63.8(f)(1)-(5) Al ternative Procedures for Adninistrator Yes
Moni tori ng to approve alternative
Met hod noni toring
§63. 8(f) (6) Alternative to Procedures for Adninistrator Yes
Rel ati ve to approve alternative
Accuracy Test relative accuracy tests for
CEMS
§63. 8(Q) Dat a Reducti on COVE 6-m nute aver ages Yes
cal cul ated over at |east 36
evenly spaced data points;
CEMS 1 hour aver ages
conput ed over at |east 4
equal | y spaced data points;
data that can't be used in
average; roundi ng of data
863.9(a) Notification Applicability and State Yes
Requi renent s del egati on
§63.9(b)(1)-(2) Initial Submt notification 120 days Yes

Not i fications

after effective date;
contents of notification

§63. 9(b) (3)

[ Reserved]
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§63.9(b) (4)-(5) Initial Submit notification 120 days Yes
Noti fi cati ons after effective date
notification of intent to
construct/reconstruct;
notification of commencenent
of construct/reconstruct;
notification of startup
contents of each
§63. 9(c) Request for Can request if cannot conply Yes
Conpl i ance by date or if installed best
Ext ensi on avai |l abl e contro
t echnol ogy/ | owest achi evabl e
emi ssion rate
§63. 9(d) Notification of For sources that comrence Yes
Speci al construction between
Conpl i ance proposal and pronul gati on
Requi renent s and want to conply 3 years
for New Source after effective date
§63. 9(e) Notification of Notify EPA Adm nistrator 60 Yes
Per f or mance days prior
Test
§63. 9(f) Notification of Notify EPA Adnministrator 30 No
Vi sible days pri or
Em ssi ons/
Qpacity
Test
§63. 9(9g) Addi ti onal Noti fication of performance Yes
Noti fi cati ons eval uation; notification
Wien Using CMB  using COVS dat a;
notification that exceeded
criterion for relative
accur acy
§63.9(h)(1)-(6) Notification of Contents; due 60 days after Yes
Conpl i ance end of perfornance test or
St at us ot her conpliance
denonstration, except for
opaci ty/ VE, which are due 30
days after; when to submit
to Federal vs. State
authority
§63. 9(i) Adj ust ment of Procedures for Adninistrator Yes
Subnittal to approve change in when
Deadl i nes notifications nust be
submtted
863.9(j) Change in Mist subnmit within 15 days Yes
Pr evi ous after the change

I nformati on




§63. 10( a)

Recor dkeepi ng/
Reporting
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Applies to all, unless
conpl i ance extension; when
to submt to Federal vs
State authority; procedures
for owners of nore than one
sour ce

Yes

§63. 10( b) (1)

Recor dkeepi ng/
Reporting

General Requirenents; keep
all records readily
avai |l abl e; keep for 5 years

Yes

§63. 10(b) (2) (i) -
(iv)

Records Rel at ed
to Startup,

Shut down, and
Mal f uncti on

Cccurrence of each of
operation (process

equi pnent); occurrence of
each mal function of air
pol | uti on equi prrent ;

mai nt enance on air pollution
control equipnent; actions
during startup, shutdown,
and mal function

Yes

863. 10(b) (2) (vi)
and (x)-(xi)

CVB Records

Mal functions, inoperative
out-of -contro

Yes

§63. 10(b) (2) (vii)-
(i x)

Records

Measurenents to denonstrate
conpl i ance with conpliance
options and operating
requi renents; performance
test, perfornance

eval uation, and visible

em ssi on observation
results; neasurenents to
determ ne conditions of
perfornmance tests and

per formance eval uations

Yes

§63. 10(b) (2) (xi i)

Records

Records when under wai ver

Yes

§63. 10(b) (2) (xiii)

Recor ds

Records when usi ng
alternative to relative
accuracy test

Yes

§63. 10(b) (2) (xi v)

Recor ds

Al docurentation supporting
initial notification and
notification of conpliance
status

Yes

§63. 10( b) (3)

Recor ds

Applicability determnations

Yes

§63. 10(c) (1) -
(6),(9)-(15)

Records

Addi tional records for CVB

Yes
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§63. 10(c)(7)-(8) Recor ds Records of excess em ssions No
and paraneter nonitoring
exceedances for CVB
§63. 10(d) (1) Gener al Requi renent to report Yes
Reporting
Requi renent s
863. 10(d) (2) Report of Wien to submt to Federal or Yes
Per f or mance State authority
Test Results
§63. 10(d) (3) Reporting Wiat to report and when NA
Qpacity or VE
Gbser vat i ons
§63. 10(d) (4) Progress Mist subnit progress reports Yes
Reports on schedul e i f under
conpl i ance extension
§63. 10(d) (5) Startup, Contents and subni ssi on Yes
Shut down, and
Mal f uncti on
Reports
§63.10(e)(1)-(2) Addi ti onal CVB Mist report results for each Yes
Reports CEMon a unit; witten copy
of performance eval uation; 3
copi es of COVB performance
eval uation
§63. 10(e) (3) Reports Excess eni ssion reports No
863. 10(e) (4) Reporting COMS  Must submit COVS data with NA
dat a performance test data
§63. 10(f) Wi ver for Procedures for EPA Yes
Recor dkeepi ng/ R  Admini strator to waive
eporting
§63. 11 Fl ares Requirenents for flares NA
§63. 12 Del egati on State authority to enforce Yes
st andar ds
863. 13 Addr esses Addr esses where reports, Yes
notifications, and requests
are send
§63. 14 I ncor poration Test met hods incorporated by Yes
by Reference ref erence
§63. 15 Availability of Public and confidenti al Yes

I nformati on

i nformati on
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Appendi x A to Subpart DDDD of Part 63 — Alternative
Procedure to Determ ne Capture Efficiency from Encl osures
Around Hot Presses in the Plywod and Conposite Wod
Products Industry Using Sul fur Hexafl uoride Tracer Gas

1.0 Scope and Application.

This procedure has been devel oped specifically for
the rule for the plywood and conposite wood products
(PCWP) industry and is used to determ ne the capture
efficiency of a partial hot press enclosure in that
i ndustry. This procedure is applicable for the
determ nation of capture efficiency for enclosures around
hot presses and is an alternative to the construction of
tenporary total enclosures (TTE). Sul fur hexafl uoride
(SFg) is used as a tracer gas (other tracer gases my be
used if approved by the EPA Adm nistrator). This gas is
not i ndi genous to the anbi ent atnmosphere and is
nonr eacti ve.

This procedure uses infrared spectrometry (IR) as
t he anal ytical technique. When the infrared spectroneter
used is a Fourier-Transform Infrared spectronmeter (FTIR),
an alternate instrunent calibration procedure may be
used; the alternate calibration procedure is the
calibration transfer standard (CTS) procedure of EPA
Met hod 320 (appendix A to 40 CFR part 63). O her
anal ytical techniques which are capabl e of equival ent
Met hod Performance (Section 13.0) also may be used.
Specifically, gas chromatography with electron capture
detection (GC/ECD) is an applicable technique for
anal ysis of SFg.

2.0 Summary of Method.

A constant mass flow rate of SFg tracer gas is
rel eased through manifolds at nultiple |ocations within
the enclosure to mmc the rel ease of hazardous air
pol lutants during the press process. This test nmethod
requires a mninmum of three SFg injection points (two at
t he press unl oader and one at the press) and provides
details about considerations for locating the injection
points. A GC/ECD is used to neasure the concentration of
SFgat the inlet duct to the control device (outlet duct
fromenclosure). Sinultaneously, EPA Method 2 (appendix
A to 40 CFR part 60) is used to neasure the flow rate at
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the inlet duct to the control device. The concentration
and flow rate neasurenents are used to cal cul ate the mass
em ssion rate of SFg at the control device inlet. Through
cal cul ation of the mass of SF; rel eased through the
mani f ol ds and the mass of SF; nmeasured at the inlet to the
control device, the capture efficiency of the enclosure

i s cal cul at ed.

I n addition, optional sanples of the anbient air my
be taken at | ocations around the perinmeter of the
encl osure to quantify the ambient concentration of SFg and
to identify those areas of the enclosure that nmay be
perform ng less efficiently; these sanples would be taken
usi ng di sposabl e syringes and woul d be anal yzed using a
GC/ ECD.

Finally, in addition to the requirenents specified
in this procedure, the data quality objectives (DQD or
| ower confidence limt (LCL) criteria specified in
appendi x A to 40 CFR part 63, subpart KK, Data Quality
Obj ective and Lower Confidence Limt Approaches for
Alternative Capture Efficiency Protocols and Test
Met hods, nust al so be satisfied. A mninmum of three test
runs are required for this procedure; however, additional
test runs may be required based on the results of the DQO
or LCL anal ysis.

3.0 Definitions.

3.1 Capture efficiency (CE). The weight per unit
time of SF; entering the control device divided by the
wei ght per unit tinme of SFs; released through manifol ds at
multiple |locations within the enclosure.

3.2 Control device (CD). The equipnent used to
reduce, by destruction or renoval, press exhaust air
pol lutants prior to discharge to the anbient air.

3.3 Control/destruction efficiency (DE). The
vol atil e organi c conpound or HAP renoval efficiency of
the control device.

3.4 Data Quality Objective (DQDO Approach. A
statistical procedure to determ ne the precision of the
data froma test series and to qualify the data in the
determ nati on of capture efficiency for conpliance
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purposes. If the results of the DQO anal ysis of the
initial three test runs do not satisfy the DQO criterion,
the LCL approach can be used or additional test runs nust
be conducted. |If additional test runs are conducted,
then the DQO or LCL analysis is conducted using the data
fromboth the initial test runs and all additional test
runs.

3.5 Lower Confidence Limt (LCL) Approach. An
alternative statistical procedure that can be used to
qualify data in the determ nation of capture efficiency
for conpliance purposes. |If the results of the LCL
approach produce a CE that is too | ow for denonstrating
conpliance, then additional test runs nust be conducted
until the LCL or DQOis net. As with the DQO, data from
all valid test runs nust be used in the cal cul ation.

3.6 M ninmum Measurenment Level (MWL). The m ni num
tracer gas concentration expected to be measured during
the test series. This value is selected by the tester
based on the capabilities of the IR spectroneter (or
GC/ ECD) and the ot her known or neasured paraneters of the
hot press enclosure to be tested. The selected MWL nust
be above the | ow-|evel calibration standard and
preferably below the m d-|evel calibration standard.

3.7 Method 204. The U S. EPA Method 204, “Criteria
For and Verification of a Permanent or Tenporary Tot al
Encl osure” (40 CFR part 51, appendix M.

3.8 Method 205. The U. S. EPA Met hod 205,
“Verification of Gas Dilution Systens for Field
| nstrunment Calibrations” (40 CFR part 51, appendix M.

3.9 Method 320. The U. S. EPA Met hod 320,
“Measurenment of Vapor Phase Organic and | norganic
Em ssions by Extractive Fourier TransformiInfrared (FTIR)
Spectroscopy” (40 CFR part 63, appendix A).

3.10 Overall capture and control efficiency (CCE).
The collection and control/destruction efficiency of both
the PPE and CD conbined. The CCE is cal cul ated as the
product of the CE and DE.

3.11 Partial press enclosure (PPE). The physi cal
barrier that “partially” encloses the press equi pnent,
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captures a significant amount of the associ ated
em ssions, and transports those em ssions to the CD.

3.12 Test series. A mninmumof three test runs or,
when nbre than three runs are conducted, all of the test
runs conduct ed.

4.0 Interferences.
There are no known interferences.
5.0 Safety.

Sul fur hexafluoride is a colorless, odorless,
nonfl anmabl e |iquefied gas. It is stable and nonreactive
and, because it is noncorrosive, nost structural
materials are conpatible with it. The Occupati onal
Safety and Health Adm nistration Perm ssible Em ssion
Limt-Time Weighted Average (PEL-TWA) and Threshold Limt
Val ue-Ti me Wei ghted Average (TLV-TWA) concentrations are
1,000 parts per mllion. Sulfur hexafluoride is an
asphyxi ant. Exposure to an oxygen-deficient atnosphere
(less than 19.5 percent oxygen) may cause di zzi ness,
dr owsi ness, nausea, vomting, excess salivation,
di m ni shed nental alertness, |oss of consciousness, and
death. Exposure to atnospheres containing |less than 12
percent oxygen will bring about unconsci ousness w t hout
war ni ng and so quickly that the individuals cannot help
t hensel ves. Contact with liquid or cold vapor nay cause
frostbite. Avoid breathing sulfur hexafluoride gas.
Sel f-cont ai ned breat hing apparatus may be required by
rescue workers. Sulfur hexafluoride is not |listed as a
carcinogen or a potential carcinogen.

6.0 Equi pment and Suppli es.

This method requires equi pnment and supplies for:
(a) the injection of tracer gas into the enclosure, (b)
t he neasurenment of the tracer gas concentration in the
exhaust gas entering the control device, and (c) the
measurenent of the volunetric flow rate of the exhaust
gas entering the control device. In addition, the
requi site equi pnment needed for EPA Methods 1 - 4 in
appendix A to 40 CFR part 60 will be required. Equi pnment
and supplies for optional anmbient air sanpling are
di scussed in Section 8.6.
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6.1 Tracer Gas Injection.

6.1.1 Manifolds. This nethod requires the use of
tracer gas supply cylinder(s) along with the appropriate
flow control elements. Figure 1 shows a schematic
drawi ng of the injection system show ng potenti al
| ocations for the tracer gas manifolds. Figure 2 shows a
schemati c drawi ng of the recommended configuration of the
injection mani fold. Three tracer gas discharge manifol ds
are required at a m ni num

6.1.2 Flow Control Meter. Flow control and
measur enent neter for measuring the quantity of tracer
gas injected. A mass flow, volunmetric flow, or critical
orifice control neter can be used for this nmethod. The
met er nmust be accurate to within £ 5 percent at the flow
rate used. This neans that the flow nmeter nust be
calibrated against a primary standard for fl ow
measurenment at the appropriate flow rate.

6.2 Measurenent of Tracer Gas Concentrati on.

6.2.1 Sanpling Probes. Use Pyrex or stainless
steel sanpling probes of sufficient length to reach the
traverse points cal cul ated according to EPA Method 1
(appendix A to 40 CFR part 60).

6.2.2 Sanmpling Line. Use a heated Teflon sanpling
line to transport the sanple to the anal ytical
i nstrunment.

6.2.3 Sampling Punp. Use a sanpling punp capable
of extracting sufficient sanple fromthe duct and
transporting to the analytical instrunent.

6.2.4 Sanmple Conditioning System Use a
particulate filter sufficient to protect the sanpling
punp and anal ytical instrument. At the discretion of the
tester and depending on the equi pment used and the
moi sture content of the exhaust gas, it nmay be necessary
to further condition the sanple by renoving noisture
usi ng a condenser.

6.2.5 Analytical Instrument. Use one of the
foll ow ng anal ytical instrunments.

6.2.1.1 Spectrometer. Use an infrared spectroneter
desi gned to measuring SF; tracer gas and capabl e of
meeting or exceeding the specifications of this
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procedure. An FTIR neeting the specifications of Method
320 in appendix Ato 40 CFR part 63 may be used.

6.2.1.2 GC/ECD. Use a GC/ECD designed to nmeasure
SFs; tracer gas and capabl e of neeting or exceeding the
specifications of this procedure.

6.2.6 Recorder. At a mninmum use a recorder with
l'inear strip chart. An automated data acquisition system
(DAS) is recommended.

6.3 Exhaust Gas Flow Rate Measurenent. Use
equi pment specified for EPA Methods 2, 3, and 4 in
appendi x A to 40 CFR part 60 for nmeasuring flow rate of
exhaust gas at the inlet to the control device.

7.0 Reagents and Standards.

7.1 Tracer Gas. Use SF; as the tracer gas. The
manuf acturer of the SFy; tracer gas should provide a
recommended shelf |ife for the tracer gas cylinder over
whi ch the concentration does not change nore than = 2
percent fromthe certified value. A gas m xture of SFg
diluted with nitrogen should be used; based on experience
and cal cul ati ons, pure SF; gas is not necessary to conduct
tracer gas testing. Select a concentration and flow rate
that is appropriate for the analytical instrunment’s
detection limt, the MM, and the exhaust gas flow rate

fromthe enclosure (see section 8.1.1). You may use a
tracer gas other than SF; with the prior approval of the
EPA Adm nistrator. |If you use an approved tracer gas

other than SFs, all references to SF; in this protocol
instead refer to the approved tracer gas.

7.2 Calibration Gases. The SFg calibration gases
required will be dependent on the selected MML and the
appropriate span selected for the test. Comrerci al
cylinder gases certified by the manufacturer to be
accurate to within 1 percent of the certified | abel value
are preferable, although cylinder gases certified by the
manuf acturer to 2 percent accuracy are allowed.
Additionally, the manufacturer of the SFg calibration
gases shoul d provide a recommended shelf |ife for each
cal i bration gas cylinder over which the concentration
does not change nore than = 2 percent fromthe certified
val ue. Another option allowed by this nmethod is for the
tester to obtain high concentration certified cylinder
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gases and then use a dilution system neeting the
requi rements of EPA Met hod 205, 40 CFR part 51, appendi x

M to make nulti-level calibration gas standards.
Low-l evel, md-level, and high-level calibration gases
wll be required. The MM nust be above the |owl evel

standard, the high-level standard nust be no nore than
four times the | ow1level standard, and the md-Ievel
st andard nmust be approximately hal fway between the high-
and | ow | evel standards. See section 12.1 for an exanple
cal cul ation of this procedure.

Note: |If using an FTIR as the anal yti cal
instrunent, the tester has the option of follow ng the
CTS procedures of Method 320 in appendix A to 40 CFR part
63; the calibration standards (and procedures) specified
in Method 320 may be used in lieu of the calibration
st andards and procedures in this protocol.

7.2.1 Zero Gas. High purity nitrogen.

7.2.2 Low-Level Calibration Gas. An SF; calibration
gas in nitrogen with a concentration equivalent to 20 to
30 percent of the applicable span val ue.

7.2.3 Md-Level Calibration Gas. An SFg; calibration
gas in nitrogen with a concentration equivalent to 45 to
55 percent of the applicable span val ue.

7.2.4 High-Level Calibration Gas. An SFg
calibration gas in nitrogen with a concentration
equi valent to 80 to 90 percent of the applicable span
val ue.

8.0 Sanple Collection, Preservation, Storage, and
Transport.

8.1 Test Design.

8.1.1 Determ nation of M ninmum Tracer Gas Fl ow
Rat e.

8.1.1.1 Determne (via design calcul ations or
measurenents) the approximate flow rate of the exhaust
gas through the encl osure, actual cubic feet per mnute

(acfm.

8.1.1.2 Calculate the mnimumtracer gas injection
rate necessary to assure a detectable SFs concentration at
t he exhaust gas nmeasurenent point (see section 12.1 for
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cal cul ati on).

8.1.1.3 Select a flow meter for the injection
systemwi th an operating range appropriate for the
injection rate sel ected.

8.1.2 Determnation of the Approximate Tine to
Reach Equilibrium

8.1.2.1 Determ ne the volunme of the encl osure.

8.1.2.2 Cal cul ate the air changes per m nute of
the enclosure by dividing the approxi mate exhaust fl ow
rate (8.1.1.1 above) by the enclosed volume (8.1.2.1
above).

8.1.2.3 Calculate the time at which the tracer
concentration in the enclosure will achieve approxi nate
equilibrium Divide 3 by the air changes per ninute
(8.1.2.2 above) to establish this time. This is the
approxi mate length of tinme for the systemto cone to
equi librium Concentration equilibriumoccurs when the
tracer concentration in the enclosure stops changing as a
function of time for a constant tracer release rate.
Because the press is continuously cycling, equilibrium
may be exhi bited by a repeating, but stable, cyclic
pattern rather than a single constant concentration
val ue. Assure sufficient tracer gas is available to
all ow the systemto come to equilibrium and to sanple
for a mnimum of 20 m nutes and repeat the procedure for
a mninmmof three test runs. Additional test runs nay
be required based on the results of the DQO and LCL
anal yses described in 40 CFR part 63, subpart KK,
appendi x A.

8.1.3 Location of Injection Points. This method
requires a mninmumof three tracer gas injection points.
The injection points should be |ocated within |eak prone,
vol atil e organi c conpound/ hazardous air poll utant
(VOC/ HAP)  producing areas around the press, or
horizontally within 12 inches of the defined equi pnent.
One potential configuration of the injection points is
depicted in Figure 1. The effect of wind, exfiltration
t hrough the buil ding envel ope, and air flow ng through
open buil ding doors should be considered when | ocati ng
tracer gas injection points within the enclosure. The
i njection points should also be |ocated at a vertical
el evation equal to the VOC/ HAP generating zones. The
i njection points should not be |ocated beneath
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obstructions that would prevent a natural dispersion of
the gas. Docunent the selected injection points in a
drawi ng(s).

8.1.4 Location of Flow Measurenent and Tracer
Sanpling. Accurate CD inlet gas flow rate neasurenents
are critical to the success of this procedure. Select a
measurenment | ocation nmeeting the criteria of EPA Method 1
(40 CFR part 60, appendix A), Sanpling and Velocity
Traverses for Stationary Sources. Also, when selecting
t he neasurenent | ocation, consider whether stratification
of the tracer gas is likely at the location (e.g., do not
sel ect a location inmediately after a point of air
in-1eakage to the duct).

8.2 Tracer Gas Rel ease. Release the tracer gas at
a calculated flow rate (see section 12.1 for cal cul ati on)
t hrough a m ni mum of three injection manifolds |ocated as
descri bed above in 8.1.3. The tracer gas delivery |ines
must be routed into the enclosure and attached to the
mani fol ds without violating the integrity of the
encl osure.

8.3 Pretest Measurenents.

8.3.1 Location of Sanpling Point(s). |If
stratification is not suspected at the measurenent
| ocation, select a single sanple point |ocated at the
centroid of the CD inlet duct or at a point no closer to
the CD inlet duct walls than 1 neter. |f stratification
is suspected, establish a “measurenent |ine” that passes
t hrough the centroidal area and in the direction of any
expected stratification. Locate three traverse points at
16.7, 50.0 and 83.3 percent of the neasurenent |ine and
sanpl e from each of these three points during each run
or follow the procedure in section 8.3.2 to verify
whet her stratification does or does not exist.

8.3.2 Stratification Verification. The presence or
absence of stratification can be verified by using the
foll owing procedure. VWhile the facility is operating
normally, initiate tracer gas release into the enclosure.
For rectangul ar ducts, |locate at | east nine sanple points
in the cross section such that the sanple points are the
centroids of simlarly-shaped, equal area divisions of
the cross section. Measure the tracer gas concentration
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at each point. Calculate the nean value for all sanple
points. For circular ducts, conduct a 12-point traverse
(i.e., six points on each of the two perpendicul ar

di anmeters) locating the sanple points as described in 40
CFR part 60, appendix A, Method 1. Performthe
measurenments and cal cul ati ons as descri bed above.
Determine if the nmean pollutant concentration is nore
than 10 percent different fromany single point. |If so,
the cross section is considered to be stratified, and the
tester may not use a single sanple point |ocation, but
must use the three traverse points at 16.7, 50.0, and
83.3 percent of the entire measurenent line. O her
traverse points may be sel ected, provided that they can
be shown to the satisfaction of the Adm nistrator to
provi de a representative sanple over the stack or duct
Cross section.

8.4 CD Inlet Gas Flow Rate Measurenents. The
procedures of EPA Methods 1-4 (40 CFR part 60, appendi X
A) are used to deternmine the CD inlet gas flow rate.

Mol ecul ar wei ght (Method 3) and noi sture (Method 4)
determ nations are only required once for each test
series. However, if the test series is not conpleted
within 24 hours, then the nolecul ar wei ght and noisture
measurenents should be repeated daily. As a m ninum
vel ocity neasurenents are conducted according to the
procedures of Methods 1 and 2 before and after each test
run, as close to the start and end of the run as
practicable. A velocity neasurenent between two runs
satisfies both the criterion of “after” the run just
conpleted and “before” the run to be initiated. Accurate
exhaust gas flow rate measurenents are critical to the
success of this procedure. |If significant tenporal
variations of flowrate are anticipated during the test
run under normal process operating conditions, take
appropriate steps to accurately measure the flow rate
during the test. Exanples of steps that m ght be taken
i nclude: 1) conducting additional velocity traverses
during the test run; or 2) continuously nonitoring a
singl e point of average velocity during the run and using
t hese data, in conjunction with the pre- and post-test
traverses, to calcul ate an average velocity for the test
run.

8.5 Tracer Gas Measurenment Procedure.
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8.5.1 Calibration Error Test. Imrediately prior to
the em ssion test (within 2 hours of the start of the
test), introduce zero gas and high-level calibration gas

at the calibration valve assenbly. Zero and calibrate

t he anal yzer according to the manufacturer’s procedures
usi ng, respectively, nitrogen and the calibration gases.
Cal cul ate the predicted response for the | owI|evel and

nm d-1 evel gases based on a linear response |line between
the zero and high-level response. Then introduce the

| ow-1evel and m d-|evel calibration gases successively to
t he neasurenment system Record the analyzer responses
for the low1level and m d-|evel calibration gases and
determ ne the differences between the nmeasurenent system
responses and the predicted responses using the equation
in section 12.3. These differences nust be less than 5
percent of the respective calibration gas value. If not,
t he neasurenment system nust be replaced or repaired prior
to testing. No adjustnents to the measurenent system
shal |l be conducted after the calibration and before the
drift determ nation (section 8.5.4). |If adjustnments are
necessary before the conpletion of the test series,
performthe drift checks prior to the required

adj ustments and repeat the calibration follow ng the
adjustnments. If multiple electronic ranges are to be
used, each additional range nust be checked with a

m d-1evel calibration gas to verify the nultiplication
factor.

Note: |If using an FTIR for the anal ytical
instrunment, you may choose to follow the pretest
preparation, evaluation, and calibration procedures of
Met hod 320 (section 8.0) (40 CFR part 63, appendix A in
lieu of the above procedure.

8.5.2 Response Tine Test. Conduct this test once
prior to each test series. Introduce zero gas into the
measur enent system at the calibration valve assenbly.
When the system output has stabilized, switch quickly to
the high-level calibration gas. Record the tinme fromthe
concentration change to the nmeasurenent system response
equi val ent to 95 percent of the step change. Repeat the
test three tines and average the results.

8.5.3 SFz Measurenent. Sanpling of the enclosure
exhaust gas at the inlet to the CD should begin at the
onset of tracer gas release. |f necessary, adjust the

tracer gas injection rate such that the measured tracer
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gas concentration at the CDinlet is within the
spectroneter’s calibration range (i.e., between the MW
and the span value). Once the tracer gas concentration
reaches equilibrium the SF; concentration should be
measured using the infrared spectronmeter continuously for
at least 20 m nutes per run. Continuously record (i.e.,
record at | east once per mnute) the concentration.
Conduct at least three test runs. On the recording
chart, in the data acquisition system or in a |og book,
make a note of periods of process interruption or cyclic
operation such as the cycles of the hot press operation.
Table 1 to this appendi x summari zes the physi cal
measurenents required for the enclosure testing.

Note: |If a GC/ECD is used as the analytical instrunment,
a continuous record (at | east once per mnute) |ikely
will not be possible; make a m ni mum of five injections

during each test run. Also, the mninumtest run
duration criterion of 20 m nutes applies.

8.5.4 Drift Determ nation. Inmmediately follow ng
the conpletion of the test run, reintroduce the zero and
m d-1evel calibration gases, one at a tinme, to the
measur enent system at the calibration valve assenbly.
(Make no adjustnents to the neasurenent systemuntil both
the zero and calibration drift checks are made.) Record
the anal yzer responses for the zero and m d-| evel
cal i bration gases and determ ne the difference between
the instrunent responses for each gas prior to and after
the em ssion test run using the equation in section 12. 4.
If the drift values exceed the specified limts (section
13), invalidate the test results preceding the check and
repeat the test follow ng corrections to the nmeasurenent
system Alternatively, recalibrate the test measurenent
systemas in section 8.5.1 and report the results using
both sets of calibration data (i.e., data determ ned
prior to the test period and data determ ned follow ng
the test period). Note: |If using an FTIR for the
anal ytical instrument, you may choose to follow the post-
test calibration procedures of Method 320 in appendi x A
to 40 CFR part 63 (section 8.11.2) in lieu of the above
procedures.

8.6 Anmbient Air Sanpling (Optional). Sanpling the
anmbi ent air surrounding the enclosure is optional.
However, taking these sanples during the capture
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efficiency testing will identify those areas of the
encl osure that may be performng less efficiently.

8.6.1 Location of Ambient Sanples Qutside the
Encl osure (Optional). In selecting the sanpling
| ocations for collecting sanples of the ambient air
surroundi ng the encl osure, consider potential |eak
points, the direction of the release, and |am nar fl ow
characteristics in the area surrounding the encl osure.
Sanpl es should be collected fromall sides of the
encl osure, downstreamin the prevailing roomair flow,
and in the operating personnel occupancy areas.

8.6.2 Collection of Anbient Sanples (Optional).
During the tracer gas release, collect anbient sanples
fromthe area surrounding the enclosure perineter at
predeterm ned | ocation using disposable syringes or sone
ot her type of containers that are non-absorbent, inert,
and that have | ow perneability (i.e., polyvinyl fluoride
filmor polyester film sanple bags or polyethyl ene,
pol ypropyl ene, nylon or glass bottles). The use of
di sposabl e syringes allows sanples to be injected
directly into a gas chromatograph. Concentration
measur enents taken around the perineter of the enclosure
provi de evidence of capture performance and will assi st
in the identification of those areas of the enclosure
that are performng |less efficiently.

8.6.3 Analysis and Storage of Anmbient Sanples
(Optional). Analyze the anbient sanples using an
anal ytical instrunment calibrated and operated according
to the procedures in this appendi x or ASTM E 260 and ASTM
E 697. Sanples nay be analyzed i mediately after a
sanple is taken, or they nmay be stored for future
anal ysis. Experience has shown no degradati on of
concentration in polypropyl ene syringes when stored for
several nonths as |ong as the needle or syringe is
pl ugged. Pol ypropyl ene syringes should be discarded
after one use to elimnate the possibility of cross
contam nati on of sanples.

9.0 Quality Control.

9.1 Sanpling, System Leak Check. A sanpling system
| eak check should be conducted prior to and after each
test run to ensure the integrity of the sanpling system
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9.2 Zero and Calibration Drift Tests.

Quality Control

Secti on Measur e Ef f ect

8.5. 4 Zero and Ensures that bias
calibration drift i ntroduced by drift in
tests. t he

measur enent system out put
during the run

IS no greater than 3
percent of span.

10.0 Calibration and Standardi zati on.

10.1 Control Device Inlet Air Fl ow Rate Measurenent
Equi pnrent. Foll ow the equi pnent calibration requirenments
specified in Methods 2, 3, and 4 (appendix Ato 40 CFR
part 60) for neasuring the velocity, nolecul ar weight,
and moi sture of the control device inlet air.

10.2 Tracer Gas Injection Rate. A dry gas volune
flow neter, mass flow neter, or orifice can be used to
measure the tracer gas injection flowrate. The selected
fl ow measurenment devi ce nust have an accuracy of greater
than =+ 5 percent at the field operating range. Prior to
the test, verify the calibration of the selected flow
measur enent device using either a wet test neter,
spirometer, or liquid displacenent neter as the
calibration device. Select a mnimmof two flow rates
to bracket the expected field operating range of the flow
meter. Conduct three calibration runs at each of the two
selected flow rates. For each run, note the exact
quantity of gas as determ ned by the calibration standard
and the gas volune indicated by the flow neter. For each
flow rate, calculate the average percent difference of
the indicated fl ow conpared to the calibration standard.

10.3 Spectroneter. Follow the calibration
requi renents specified by the equi pment manufacturer for
infrared spectroneter neasurenents and conduct the
pretest calibration error test specified in section
8.5.1. Note: if using an FTIR analytical instrunent see
Met hod 320, section 10 (appendix A to 40 CFR part 63).
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10.4 Gas Chromat ograph. Follow the pre-test
calibration requirenents specified in section 8.5.1.

10.4 Gas Chromat ograph for Ambient Sanpling
(Optional). For the optional anbient sanpling, follow
the calibration requirenments specified in section 8.5.1
or ASTM E 260 and E 697 and by the equi pnent manufacturer
for gas chromat ograph nmeasurenents.

11.0 Analytical Procedures.

The sanple collection and anal ysis are concurrent
for this nethod (see section 8.0).

12.0 Calcul ations and Data Anal ysi s.

12.1 Estimte MV and Span. The MML is the m ni num
measurenent |level. The selection of this level is at the
di scretion of the tester. However, the MW nust be
hi gher than the I ow1level calibration standard, and the
tester nust be able to neasure at this level with a
preci sion of #10 percent. As an exanple, select the MW
as 10 tines the instrument’s published detection limt.
The detection |limt of one instrunent is 0.01 parts per
mllion by volume (ppnmv). Therefore, the MML woul d be
0. 10 ppnv. Select the Iow1level calibration standard as
0.08 ppnv. The high-level standard would be four tines
the lowlevel standard or 0.32 ppnv. A reasonable m d-
| evel standard would then be 0.20 ppnmv (hal fway between
the | ow-|l evel standard and the high-level standard).
Finally, the span value woul d be approximtely 0.40 ppnv
(the high-level value is 80 percent of the span). In
this exanple, the following MM, calibration standards,
and span val ues woul d apply:

MWL = 0.10 ppnv

Low-| evel standard = 0.08 ppnv
M d-1 evel standard = 0.20 ppmv
Hi gh-1 evel standard = 0.32 ppmwv
Span val ue = 0.40 ppnv

[eoNe]

12.2 Estimate Tracer Gas Injection Rate for the
G ven Span. To estimte the m nimum and maxi num tracer
gas injection rate, assune a worst case capture
efficiency of 80 percent, and calcul ate the tracer gas
flow rate based on known or neasured paraneters. To
estimate the mninmumtracer gas injection rate, assune
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that the MWML concentration (10 tinmes the IR detection
limt in this exanple) is desired at the neasurenent

| ocation. The foll owi ng equation can be used to estimte
the m ninmumtracer gas injection rate:

((Qrmn X 0.8)/Q) x (C =+ 100) x 10 = MWL

Quun = 1.25 x ML x (Q/C;) x 10°*

Wher e:
Qr.mn = mnimumvolunetric flow rate of tracer gas
i njected, standard cubic feet per mnute
(scfm;
Q = volunetric flow rate of exhaust gas, scfm
C; = Tracer gas (SFg) concentration in gas bl end,
percent by vol ume;
MWL = m ninmum neasured |evel, ppmv = 10 x I Ry (for
this exanpl e);
IRy, = IR detection limt, ppnv.

St andard conditions: 20°C, 760 m !l ometers of
mercury (nmm Hg).

To estimate the maxi numtracer gas injection rate,
assunme that the span value is desired at the neasurenment
| ocation. The foll owi ng equation can be used to estimte
the maxi num tracer gas injection rate:
((Qr.wax X 0.8)/ Q) x (C; =+ 100) x 10% = span val ue
Qr.wx = 1.25 x span value x (Q/C;) x 104
Qr- wax

Span val ue

V\her e:

maxi mum vol unmetric flow rate of tracer
gas injected, scfm

i nstrunent span val ue, ppnmv.

The follow ng exanple illustrates this cal cul ation
procedur e:

Find the range of volunetric flow rate of tracer gas
to be injected when the follow ng paraneters are known:

Q = 60,000 scfm (typical exhaust gas flow rate
from an encl osure);
Cr 2 percent SFg in nitrogen;

| Ro,

0.01 ppmv (per manufacturer’s specifications);
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MWL = 10 x IRy, = 0.10 ppnv;
Span value = 0.40 ppnv;
Q& = ?

M nimum tracer gas volunetric flow rate:
Qrun = 1.25 x ML x (Q/C) x 104

Qr.wn = 1.25 x 0.10 x (60,000/2) x 104 = 0.375 scfm

Maxi mum tracer gas volunetric flow rate:
Qr.wx = 1.25 x span value x (Q/C;) x 104

Qr.wx = 1.25 x 0.40 x (60,000/2) x 104 = 1.5 scfm

In this exanple, the estimated total volumetric fl ow
rate of the two percent Sk tracer gas injected through
the manifolds in the enclosure |ies between 0.375 and 1.5
scfm

12.3 Calibration Error. Calculate the calibration
error for the low1level and m d-1evel calibration gases
using the follow ng equation:

Err = |Cstd - CrTeasl - Cstd x 100

Wher e:
Err = cal i bration error, percent;
Cig = | ow-1evel or md-level calibration gas
val ue, ppnv;
Creas = measured response to low1level or md-Ievel

concentration gas, ppnv.

12.4 Calibration Drift. Calculate the calibration
drift for the zero and I ow1evel calibration gases using
the follow ng equation:

D = |Cinitial - Cfinall - Cspan x 100

V\her e:
D = calibration drift, percent;
Chitia = lowlevel or md-level calibration gas
val ue nmeasured before test run, ppnv;
CGina = | ow-1evel or md-level calibration gas

val ue neasured after test run, ppnv,
Cspan = span val ue, ppnv.
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12.5 Calculate Capture Efficiency. The equation to
cal cul ate encl osure capture efficiency is provided bel ow.

CE = (SFg.cp + SFg ) X 100
Wher e:
CE = capture efficiency;
SFs.co = mass of SF; neasured at the inlet to the CD;
SFe., .y = mass of SFg injected fromthe tracer source

into the encl osure.

Cal culate the CE for each of the initial three test runs.
Then follow the procedures outlined in section 12.6 to
cal cul ate the overall capture efficiency.

12.6 Calculate Overall Capture Efficiency. After
calculating the capture efficiency for each of the
initial three test runs, follow the procedures in 40 CFR
part 63, subpart KK, appendix A, to determine if the
results of the testing can be used in detern ning
conpliance with the requirenents of the rule. There are
two nmet hods that can be used: the DQO and LCL nethods.
The DQO nethod is described in section 3 of 40 CFR part
63, subpart KK, appendi x A, and provides a nmeasure of the
preci sion of the capture efficiency testing conducted.
Section 3 of 40 CFR part 63, subpart KK, appendi x A,
provi des an exanple calculation using results froma
facility. |If the DQO criteria are nmet using the first
set of three test runs, then the facility can use the
average capture efficiency of these test results to
determ ne the capture efficiency of the enclosure. |If
the DQO criteria are not net, then the facility can
conduct another set of three runs and run the DQO
anal ysis again using the results fromthe six runs OR the
facility can elect to use the LCL approach.

The LCL nmethod is described in section 4 of 40 CFR
part 63, subpart KK, appendi x A, and provi des sources
that may be perform ng nmuch better than their regulatory
requi rement, a screening option by which they can
denmonstrate conpliance. The LCL approach conpares the 80
percent |ower confidence limt for the mean neasured CE
value to the applicable regulatory requirenent. |[If the
LCL capture efficiency is higher than the applicable
[imt, then the facility is in initial conpliance and
woul d use the LCL capture efficiency as the capture
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efficiency to determ ne conpliance. |If the LCL capture
efficiency is |lower than the applicable limt, then the
facility nust perform additional test runs and re-run the
DQO or LCL anal ysis.

13.0 Method Performance.
13.1 Measurenent System Performance Specifications.

13.1.1 Zero Drift. Less than £ 3 percent of the
span val ue.

13.1.2 Calibration Drift. Less than =+ 3 percent of
t he span val ue.

13.1.3 Calibration Error. Less than + 5 percent of
the calibration gas val ue.

13.2 Flow Measurenent Specifications. The nmass
flow, volumetric flow, or critical orifice control meter
used should have an accuracy of greater than = 5 percent
at the flow rate used.

13.3 Calibration and Tracer Gas Specifications.
The manufacturer of the calibration and tracer gases
shoul d provide a recommended shelf |ife for each
cal i bration gas cylinder over which the concentration
does not change nore than = 2 percent fromthe certified
val ue.

14.0 Pollution Prevention [Reserved].
15.0 Waste Managenent [ Reserved].
16.0 References.

1. 40 CFR part 60, appendix A, EPA Method 1 -
Sanpl e and velocity traverses for stationary sources.

2. 40 CFR part 60, appendix A, EPA Method 2 -
Determ nation of stack gas velocity and volunetric flow
rate.

3. 40 CFR part 60, appendix A, EPA Method 3 - Gas
analysis for the determ nation of dry nol ecul ar wei ght.

4. 40 CFR part 60, appendix A, EPA Method 4 -
Determ nation of npisture content in stack gases.
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5. SEM F15-93 Test Method for Encl osures Using
Sul fur Hexafluoride Tracer Gas and Gas Chronotography.

6. Menmorandum from John S. Seitz, Director, Ofice
of Air Quality Planning and Standards, to EPA Regi onal
Directors, Revised Capture Efficiency Guidance for
Control of Volatile Organic Conmpound Em ssions, February
7, 1995. (That menorandum contains an attached technica
document from Candace Sorrell, Em ssion Mnitoring and
Anal ysis Division, “Guidelines for Determ ning Capture
Efficiency,” January 9, 1994).

7. Technical Systenms Audit of Testing at Plant “C,”
EPA- 454/ R- 00- 26, May 2000.

8. Material Safety Data Sheet for SFs. Air Products
and Chemicals, Inc. Website: ww3. airproducts.com
Oct ober 2001.

17.0 Tables, Diagrams, Flowcharts, and Validation Data.
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Encl osure Testing

Physi cal

DDDD of 40 CFR Part
Measurements for

Measur enent
i nstrumentatio

Measur enent

Measur enent

m ni mum of
20 m nut es

Measur enment n frequency site
Tracer gas Mass fl ow Cont i nuous I nj ection
I njection met er, mani f ol ds
rate vol unmetric (cylinder
flow meter or gas)
critical
orifice
Tracer gas I nfrared Cont i nuous Inlet duct to
concentrati o |Spectroneter (at | east t he control
n at control |or one reading devi ce
device inlet |GC/ECD per m nute) (outl et duct
for a of encl osure)

Vol umetric
air flow
rate

EPA Met hods 1,
2, 3, 4 (40
CFR part 60,
appendi x A)

« Vel ocity
sensor
(Manonet er/
Pitot tube)

« Ther nocoupl e

« M dget
| mpi nger
sanpl er

« Orsat or
Fyrite

Each test
run for

vel ocity

(m ni mum ;
Daily for

noi sture and
nol ecul ar

wei ght

Inl et duct to
t he control
devi ce
(outl et duct

of encl osure)
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Flowmeter
SF6 Source
L

Unloader
See Figure 2
for typical
manifold detail

SF, Source
Flowmeter
Hot Press
Loader

Figure 1. Plan view schematic of hot press and encl osure
show ng SFg mani fold | ocati ons.
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A 4

10' 6" /P

A

4" sch. 40 pipe

(3) 1/4" holes every 8"

Elevation

Figure 2. Schematic detail for manifold system for

SF¢ i njection.
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Appendi x B to Subpart DDDD of Part 63 — Methodol ogy and
Criteria for Denonstrating That an Affected Source is
Part of the Lowrisk Subcategory of Plywood and Conposite
Wood Products Manufacturing Affected sources

1. Purpose

Thi s appendi x provides the methodol ogy and criteria
for denonstrating that your affected source is part of
the |l owrisk subcategory of plywood and conposite wood
products (PCW) manufacturing facilities. You must
denonstrate that your affected source is part of the | ow
ri sk subcategory using either a | ook-up table analysis
(based on the | ook-up tables included in this appendi x)
or using a site-specific risk assessnent perfornmed
according to the criteria specified in this appendi x.
Thi s appendi x al so specifies how and when you nust obtain
approval of the lowrisk denonstrations for your affected
source and how to ensure that your affected source
remains in the lowrisk subcategory of PCW facilities.

2. VWo is eligible to denonstrate that they are part of
the |l owrisk subcategory of PCW affected sources?

Each new, reconstructed, or existing affected source
at a PCW manufacturing facility may denonstrate that
they are part of the Iowrisk subcategory of PCWP
af fected sources. Section 63.2232 of 40 CFR part 63,
subpart DDDD, defines the affected source and expl ai ns
whi ch affected sources are new, existing, or
reconstructed.

3. \What parts of ny affected source have to be included
in the |lowrisk denonstration?

Every process unit that is part of the PCWP affected
source (as defined in 863.2292 of 40 CFR part 63, subpart
DDDD) and that emits one or nore hazardous air poll utant
(HAP) listed in Table 1 to this appendi x nmust be included
in the lowrisk denonstration. You are not required to
i nclude process units outside of the affected source in
the I owrisk denonstration.

4. \What are the criteria for determining if my affected
source is lowrisk?

(a) Determ ne the individual HAP em ssion rates
from each process unit within the affected source using
t he procedures specified in section 5 of this appendi x.
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(b) Performchronic and acute risk assessnents
usi ng the dose-response val ues, as specified in
par agraphs (b) (1) through (3) of this section.

(1) For a |l ook-up table analysis or site-specific
chronic inhalation risk assessnent, you should use the
cancer and noncancer dose-response values listed on the
Envi ronment al Protection Agency (EPA) Air Toxics website
(http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/atw toxsource/sunmary. htm) to
estimate carci nogeni ¢ and noncarci nogeni c chronic
i nhal ation risk, respectively.

(2) For site-specific acute inhalation risk
assessnent, you should use the acute exposure gui dance
| evel (AEGL-1) value for acrolein and the acute reference
exposure | evel (REL) value for formal dehyde for
estimating acute inhalation risk found at
http://ww. epa.gov/ttn/atw toxsource/summary. htnl .

(3) You may use dose-response val ues nore health-
protective than those posted on the EPA Air Toxics
website
(http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/atw toxsource/sunmary. htm) to
facilitate ongoing certification (as required in section
13 of this appendi x) that your affected source remains in
the |l owrisk subcategory.

(c) Denonstrate that your affected source is part of
the |l owrisk subcategory by estimting the maxi num
i npacts of your affected source using the nethods
described in either section 6 of this appendi x (Il ook-up
tabl e anal ysis) or section 7 of this appendix (site-
specific risk assessnent) and conparing the results to
the low-risk criteria presented in the applicable
section.

5. How do | determ ne HAP em ssions fromny affected
source?

(a) You nust conduct HAP em ssions tests according
to the requirenents in paragraphs (b) through (h) of this
section and the nmethods specified in Table 2 to this
appendi x for every process unit within the affected
source that emts one or nore of the HAP listed in Table
1 to this appendi x. You nust test the process units at
your affected source to obtain the em ssion rates in
pounds per hour (Ib/hr) for each of the pollutants |isted
in Table 1 to this appendi x.

(b) Periods when em ssions tests nust be conducted.

(1) You nust not conduct em ssions tests during
peri ods of startup, shutdown, or malfunction, as
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specified in 40 CFR 63.7(e)(1).

(2) You nust test under worst-case operating
conditions as defined in this appendi x. You nust
descri be your worst-case operating conditions in your
performance test report for the process and control
systens (if applicable) and explain why the conditions
are wor st-case.

(c) Nunber of test runs. You nust conduct three
separate test runs for each test required in this
section, as specified in 40 CFR 63.7(e)(3). Each test
run nmust last at |east 1 hour except for: testing of a
tenporary total enclosure (TTE) conducted using Methods
204A through 204F in 40 CFR part 51, appendix M which
require three separate test runs of at |east 3 hours
each; and testing of an enclosure conducted using the
alternative tracer gas nethod in appendix A to 40 CFR
part 63, subpart DDDD, which requires a m ninmum of three
separate runs of at |east 20 m nutes each.

(d) Sanpling |locations. Sanpling sites nmust be
| ocated at the emi ssion point and prior to any rel eases
to the atnosphere. For exanple, at the outlet of the
control device, including wet control devices, and prior
to any rel eases to the atnosphere.

(e) Collection of nmonitoring data for HAP control
devices. During the em ssions test, you nust collect
operating paraneter nonitoring system or continuous
enm ssions nonitoring system (CEMS) data at |east every 15
m nutes during the entire em ssions test and establish
the site-specific operating requirements (including the
paranmeter limts or total hydrocarbon (THC) concentration
l[imt) in Table 2 to 40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD, using
data fromthe nonitoring system and the procedures
specified in paragraphs (k) through (o) of 863.2262 of
subpart DDDD of 40 CFR part 63.

(f) Nondetect data. You may treat em ssions of an
i ndi vidual HAP as zero if all of the test runs result in
a nondetect nmeasurenent and the conditions in paragraphs
(1) and (2) of this section are met for the relevant test
met hod. Ot herwi se, nondetect data (as defined in
863. 2292 of 40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD) for individual
HAP must be treated as one-half of the nethod detection
limt.

(1) The method detection limt is |ess than or equal
to 1 part per mllion by volume, dry (ppnvd) for
pol | utant em ssi ons neasured using Method 320 in appendi x
A to 40 CFR part 63; or the NCASI Method | M CAN WP-99. 02
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(incorporated by reference (IBR), see 40 CFR 63.14(f));
or ASTM D6348-03 (IBR, see 40 CFR 63. 14(b)).

(2) For pollutants nmeasured using Method 29 in
appendix A to 40 CFR part 60, you analyze sanples using
atom c absorption spectroscopy (AAS).

(g) For purposes of your lowrisk denonstration, you
must assune that 17 percent of your total chrom um
measur ed usi ng EPA Method 29 in appendix A to 40 CFR part
60 is chromumVI. You nust assune that 65 percent of
your total nickel measured using EPA Method 29 in
appendix A to 40 CFR part 60 is nickel subsulfide.

(h)  You may use em ssion rates nmore health-
protective than your measured em ssion rates (e.qg.,
em ssions rates 10 tines your neasured em ssion rate) to
facilitate ongoing certification (as required in section
13 of this appendi x) that your affected source remains in
the |l owrisk subcategory.

6. How do | conduct a | ook-up table analysis?

Use the | ook-up tables (Tables 3 and 4 to this
appendi x) to denonstrate that your affected source is
part of the lowrisk subcategory, follow ng the
procedures in paragraphs (a) through (d) of this section.

(a) Using the em ssion rate of each HAP required to
be included in your lowrisk denonstration (neasured
according to section 5 of this appendix), calcul ate your
total toxicity-weighted carcinogen and noncarci nogen
enm ssion rates for each of your process units using
Equations 1 and 2 of this appendix, respectively.

TWCER = 3(ER x URE) Eqn. 1
TWCER = Toxicity-wei ghted carcinogenic em ssion

rate for each process unit (Ib/hr)/(:zg/n¥)
ER = Em ssion rate of pollutant i (I1b/hr)
URE, = Unit risk estimate for pollutant i, 1 per

m crogram per cubic meter (:g/n¥)-?

TWNER = 3(ER / RfG) Eqn. 2
TWNER =  Toxi city-wei ghted noncarci nogeni c em ssi on

rate for each process unit (I|b/hr)

ER = Em ssion rate of pollutant i (Ib/hr)

Rf G Ref erence concentration for pollutant i,
m crogranms per cubic neter (:g/n¥)
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(b) Cancer risk. Calculate the total toxicity-
wei ght ed carci nogen em ssion rate for your affected
source by summ ng the toxicity-weighted carcinogen
enm ssion rates for each of your process units. Ildentify
t he appropriate maxi num al | owabl e toxicity-weighted
carcinogen em ssion rate from Table 3 to this appendix
for your affected source using the average stack hei ght
of your em ssion points and the m ni num di stance bet ween
any em ssion point at the affected source and the
property boundary. |If one or both of these values do not
mat ch the exact values in the | ookup table, then use the
next | owest table value. (Note: If your average stack
height is less than 5 neters (m, your nust use the 5 m
row.) Your affected source is considered |ow risk for
carcinogenic effects if your toxicity-weighted carcinogen
enmi ssion rate, determ ned using the nethods specified in
t hi s appendi x, does not exceed the values specified in
Table 3 to this appendi x.

(c) Noncancer risk. Calculate the total centra
nervous system (CNS) and respiratory target organ
specific toxicity-weighted noncarci nogen eni ssion rate
for your affected source by sunm ng the toxicity-weighted
em ssion rates for each of your process units. Ildentify
t he appropriate maxi num al | owabl e toxicity-weighted
noncar ci nogen em ssion rate from Table 4 to this appendi x
for your affected source using the average stack hei ght
of your em ssion points and the m ni num di stance bet ween
any em ssion point at the affected source and the
property boundary. |If one or both of these values do not
mat ch the exact values in the | ookup table, then use the
next | owest table value. (Note: If your average stack
height is less than 5 m your must use the 5 mrow.)

Your affected source is considered |low risk for
noncar ci nogenic effects if your toxicity-weighted
noncar ci nogen em ssion rate, determ ned using the nethods
specified in this appendi x, does not exceed the val ues
specified in Table 4 to this appendi x.

(d) Low-risk denpnstration. The EPA will approve
your affected source as eligible for nembership in the
| ow-ri sk subcategory of PCWP affected sources if it
determ nes that: 1) your affected source is low risk for
bot h carci nogeni c and noncarci nogenic effects using the
| ook-up table analysis described in this section and 2)
you neet the criteria specified in section 11 of this
appendi X.
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7. How do | conduct a site-specific risk assessnent?

(a) Performa site-specific risk assessnment
foll owing the procedures specified in this section. You
may use any scientifically-accepted peer-reviewed
assessnment net hodol ogy for your site-specific risk
assessnment. An exanple of one approach to performng a
site-specific risk assessnment for air toxics that may be
appropriate for your affected source can be found in the
“Air Toxics Risk Assessnent Gui dance Reference Library,
Vol une 2, Site-Specific Ri sk Assessnment Techni cal
Resource Docunent.” You may obtain a copy of the “Air
Toxi cs Ri sk Assessnment Reference Library” through EPA' s
air toxics website at www. epa. gov/ttn/atw.

(b) At a mninmum vyour site-specific risk assessnent
nmust :

(1) Estimate the |long-terminhal ati on exposures
t hrough the estimtion of annual or multi-year average
anmbi ent concentrations for the chronic portion of the
assessnent .

(2) Estimate the acute exposures for formal dehyde
and acrolein through the estimtion of maxi num 1-hour
aver age anbi ent concentrations for the acute portion of
t he assessnent.

(3) Estimate the inhalation exposure of the
i ndi vi dual npost exposed to the affected source’s
em ssi ons.

(4) Estimate the individual risks over a 70-year
lifetime for the chronic cancer risk assessnent.

(5) Use site-specific, quality-assured data
wher ever possi bl e.

(6) Use health-protective default assunptions
wherever site-specific data are not avail abl e.

(7) Contain adequate docunentation of the data and
met hods used for the assessnment so that it is transparent
and can be reproduced by an experienced risk assessor and
eni ssi on nmeasurement expert.

(c) Your site-specific risk assessnent need not:

(1) Assunme any attenuation of exposure
concentrations due to the penetration of outdoor
pol lutants into i ndoor exposure areas.

(2) Assune any reaction or deposition of the
em tted pollutants during transport fromthe em ssion
point to the point of exposure.

(d) Your affected source is considered |ow risk for
carci nogenic chronic inhalation effects if your site-
specific risk assessnment denonstrates that maxi num off -
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site individual lifetinme cancer risk at a |ocation where
people live is less than 1 in 1 mllion.

(e) Your affected source is considered |ow risk for
noncar ci nogeni ¢ chronic inhalation effects if your site-
specific risk assessnent denonstrates that every maxi mum
off-site target-organ specific hazard index (TOSHI ), or
appropriate set of site-specific hazard indices based on
simlar or conplenmentary nechani sms of action that are
reasonably likely to be additive at |ow dose or dose-
response data for m xtures, at a | ocation where people
live is less than or equal to 1.0.

(f) Your affected source is considered |ow risk for
noncar ci nogeni ¢ acute inhalation effects if your site-
specific risk assessnment denonstrates that the maxi num
off-site acute hazard quotients for both acrolein and
formal dehyde are |l ess than or equal to 1.0.

(g) The EPA will approve your affected source as
eligible for menbership in the |owrisk subcategory of
PCWP affected sources if it determnes that: 1) your
af fected source is lowrisk for all of the applicable
effects listed in paragraphs (d) through (f) of this
section and 2) you neet the criteria specified in section
11 of this appendi x.

8. VWhat information nust | submt for the |lowrisk
denonstrati on?

(a) Your lowrisk denmonstration nmust include at a
m nimum the i nformation specified in paragraphs (a)(1)

t hrough (5) of this section and the information specified
in either paragraph (b) or (c) of this section.

(1) Identification of each process unit at the
af fected source.

(2) Stack paraneters for each em ssion point
including, but not limted to, the paraneters listed in
par agraphs (a)(2)(i) through (iv) bel ow

(i) Em ssion release type.

(ii1) Stack height, stack area, stack gas
tenperature, and stack gas exit velocity.

(iii) Plot plan showing all em ssion points, nearby
resi dences, and fenceline.

(iv) ldentification of any HAP control devices used
to reduce em ssions from each process unit.

(3) Em ssion test reports for each pollutant and
process unit based on the test methods specified in Table
2 to this appendi x, including a description of the
process paraneters identified as being worst case.
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(4) ldentification of the dose-response val ues used
in your risk analysis (look-up table analysis or site-
specific risk assessnment), according to section 4(b) of
this appendi x.

(5) ldentification of the controlling process
factors (including, but not limted to, production rate,
annual em ssion rate, type of control devices, process
paramet ers document ed as worst-case conditions during the
em ssions testing used for your lowrisk denonstration)
that will becone Federally enforceable permt conditions
used to show that your affected source remains in the
| ow-ri sk subcategory.

(b) If you use the |ook-up table analysis in
section 6 of this appendix to denonstrate that your
affected source is low risk, your lowrisk denonstration
must contain at a mninmumthe information in paragraphs
(a) and (b)(1) through (4) of this section.

(1) Ildentification of the stack heights for each
em ssion point included in the calcul ati on of average
stack hei ght.

(2) ldentification of the em ssion point with the
m ni mum di stance to the property boundary.

(3) Calculations used to determ ne the toxicity-
wei ght ed carci nogen and noncarci nogen em ssion rates
according to section 6(a) of this appendi x.

(4) Conparison of the values in the | ook-up tables
(Tables 3 and 4 to this appendix) to your toxicity-
wei ght ed em ssion rates for carcinogenic and
noncar ci nogeni ¢ HAP.

(c) If you use a site-specific risk assessnment as
described in section 7 of this appendix to denonstrate
t hat your affected source is low risk (for carcinogenic
and noncar ci nogenic chronic inhalation and acute
i nhal ation risks), your lowrisk denmonstration nust
contain at a mninmumthe information in paragraphs (a)
and (c)(1) through (8) of this section.

(1) Identification of the risk assessnent
met hodol ogy used.

(2) Docunentation of the fate and transport node
used.

(3) Docunentation of the fate and transport nodel
i nputs, including the information described in paragraphs
(a)(1) through (4) of this section converted to the
di nensions required for the nodel and all of the
follow ng that apply: neteorol ogical data; buil ding,
| and use, and terrain data; receptor |ocations and
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popul ati on data; and other facility-specific paraneters
i nput into the nodel.

(4) Docunentation of the fate and transport npdel
out put s.

(5) Docunentation of exposure assessnent and risk
characterization cal cul ations.

(6) Conparison of the maxi mum off-site individual
lifetinme cancer risk at a |location where people live to 1
in 1 mllion, as required in section 7(d) of this
appendi x for carcinogenic chronic inhalation risk.

(7) Conparison of the maximum off-site TOSH for
respiratory effects and CNS effects at a | ocati on where
people live to the [imt of 1.0, as required in section
7(e) of this appendix for noncarcinogenic chronic
i nhal ation ri sk.

(8) Conparison of the maxi mumoff-site acute
i nhal ati on hazard quotient (HQ for both acrolein and
formal dehyde to the limt of 1.0, as required in section
7(f) of this appendi x for noncanci nogeni c acute
i nhal ati on effects.

(d) The EPA may request any additional information
it determnes is necessary or appropriate to evaluate an
af fected source’s lowrisk denonstration

9. VWhere do | send ny lowrisk denonstration?

You nust submt your |low-risk denonstration to the
EPA for review and approval. Send your |owrisk
denonstration either via e-mai|l to REAGGEPA. GOV or via
U S. mil or other mail delivery service to U S. EPA,
Ri sk and Exposure Assessnment Group, Em ssion Standards
Di vision (C404-01), Attn: G oup Leader, Research
Triangle Park, NC 27711, and send a copy to your
permtting authority. Your affected source is not part
of the lowrisk subcategory of PCWP facilities unless and
until EPA notifies you that it has determ ned that you
neet the requirenments of section 11 of this appendi x.

10. When do | submt ny lowrisk denonstration?

(a) If you have an existing affected source, you
must conplete and submt for approval your |owrisk
denonstration no later than [I NSERT DATE 24 MONTHS AFTER
DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THE FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL
REG STER] .

(b) If you have an affected source that is an area
source that increases its emssions or its potential to
emt such that it becomes a mmj or source of HAP before



543

[ | NSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE
| N THE FEDERAL REG STER], then you nust conplete and
submt for approval your |owrisk denonstration no |ater
t han [ | NSERT DATE 24 MONTHS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF
THE FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER] . If you have an
affected source that is an area source that increases its
em ssions or its potential to emt such that it becones a
maj or source of HAP after [INSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER
PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REQ STER],
then you nust conplete and submt for approval your | ow
ri sk denonstration no later than 12 nonths after you
become a major source or after initial startup of your
affected source as a mpjor source, whichever is |ater.

(c) If you have a new or reconstructed affected
source you mnmust conduct the em ssion tests specified in
section 5 of this appendi x upon initial startup and use
the results of these em ssions tests to conplete and
submt your lowrisk denmonstration within 180 days
following your initial startup date. |f your new or
reconstructed affected source starts up before [|NSERT
DATE 60 DAYS AFTER PUBLI CATION OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER], for EPA to find that you are included
in the |l owrisk subcategory, your |owrisk denonstration
must show that you were eligible to meet the criteria in
section 11 of this appendix no later than [|INSERT DATE 60
DAYS AFTER PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE IN THE FEDERAL
REG STER]. [If your new or reconstructed source starts up
after [I NSERT DATE 60 DAYS AFTER PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL
RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER], for EPA to find that you
are included in the I owrisk subcategory, your |owrisk
denonstration nust show that you were eligible to neet
the criteria in section 11 of this appendi x upon initial
startup of your affected source. Affected sources that
are not part of the lowrisk subcategory by [|I NSERT DATE
38 MONTHS AFTER PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER] must conply with the requirenments of 40
CFR part 63, subpart DDDD. Affected sources nmay not
request conpliance extensions fromthe permtting
authority if they fail to denmonstrate they are part of
the |l owrisk subcategory or to request additional tine to
install controls to becone part of the |owrisk
subcat egory.

11. How does ny affected source becone part of the |ow
ri sk subcategory of PCW facilities?
To be included in the lowrisk subcategory, EPA nust
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find that you neet the criteria in paragraphs (a) and (b)
of this section. Unless and until EPA finds that you
neet these criteria, your affected source is subject to
t he applicable conpliance options, operating
requi rements, and work practice requirenents in 40 CFR
part 63, subpart DDDD.

(a) Your denonstration of low risk nust be approved
by EPA.

(b) Foll ow ng EPA approval, the paraneters that
defi ned your affected source as part of the lowrisk
subcat egory (i ncluding, but not limted to, production
rate, annual em ssion rate, type of control devices,
process paraneters reflecting the em ssions rates used
for your |lowrisk denonstration) nust be incorporated as
federally enforceable terns and conditions into your
title V permt. You nust submt an application for a
significant permt nodification to reopen your title V
permt to incorporate such ternms and conditions according
to the procedures and schedul es of 40 CFR part 71 or the
EPA- approved programin effect under 40 CFR part 70, as
appl i cabl e.

12. What nust | do to ensure ny affected source remins
in the lowrisk subcategory of PCW facilities?

You nmust neet the requirenents in Table 2 to 40 CFR
part 63, subpart DDDD, for each HAP control device used
at the time when you conpl eted your |owrisk
denonstration. You must nmonitor and collect data
according to 863.2270 of subpart DDDD to show conti nuous
conpliance with your control device operating
requi renents. You nust denonstrate continuous conpliance
with the control device operating requirenments that apply
to you by collecting and recording the nonitoring system
data listed in Table 2 to 40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD
for the process unit according to 8863.2269(a), (b), and
(d) of subpart DDDD; and reducing the nonitoring system
data to the specified averages in units of the applicable
requi rement according to calculations in 863.2270 of
subpart DDDD; and nmmi ntaining the average operating
paramet er at or above the m nimum at or bel ow the
maxi mrum or within the range (whichever applies)
establ i shed according to section 5(e) of this appendi Xx.

13. What happens if the criteria used in the risk
determ nati on change?
(a) You nust certify with each annual title V
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permt conpliance certification that the basis for your
affected source’s |owrisk determ nation has not changed.
You nust submt this certification to the permtting
authority. You nust consider the changes in paragraphs
(a)(1) through (4) of this section.

(1) Process changes that increase HAP em ssions,
i ncluding, but not limted to, a production rate
i ncrease, an annual em ssion rate increase, a change in
type of control device, changes in process paraneters
reflecting em ssions rates used for your approved | ow-
ri sk denonstration.

(2) Population shifts, such as if people nove to a
different location such that their risks fromthe
af fected source increase.

(3) Unit risk estimte increases posted on the EPA
website
(http://wwv. epa.gov/ttn/atw t oxsource/ summary. htm ) for
the pollutants included in Table 1 to this appendi x.

(4) Reference concentration changes posted on the
EPA website
(http://wwv. epa.gov/ttn/atw t oxsource/summary. htm ) for
the pollutants included in Table 1 to this appendi x.

(5) Acute dose-response value for formal dehyde or
acrol ei n changes.

(b) If your affected source commences operating
outside of the |lowrisk subcategory, it is no |onger part
of the lowrisk subcategory. You nust be in conpliance
with 40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD as specified in
paragraphs (b) (1) through (3) of this section. Operating
outside of the lowrisk subcategory nmeans that one of the
changes listed in paragraphs (a)(1l) through (4) of this
section has occurred and that the change is inconsistent
with your affected source’'s title V permt terns and
conditions reflecting EPA' s approval of the paranmeters
used in your low risk denonstration.

(1) You nust notify the permtting authority as
soon as you know, or could have reasonably known, that
your affected source is or will be operating outside of
the |l owrisk subcategory.

(2) You must be in conpliance with the requirenments
of 40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD as specified in paragraph
(b)(2)(i) or (ii) of this section, whichever applies.

(i) I'f you are operating outside of the |owrisk
subcat egory due to a change descri bed in paragraph (a)(1)
of this section, then you nust conmply with 40 CFR part
63, subpart DDDD begi nning on the date when your affected
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source commences operating outside the |lowrisk
subcat egory.

(ii) If you are operating outside of the |lowrisk
subcat egory due to a change descri bed in paragraphs
(a)(2) through (5) of this section, then you nmust conply
with 40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD no |ater than three
years fromthe date your affected source conmmences
operating outside the |lowrisk subcategory.

(3)(i) You nmust conduct performance tests no |ater
than 180 cal endar days after the applicable date
specified in paragraph (b)(2) of this section.

(i1) You nmust conduct initial conpliance
denonstrations that do not require performnce tests
30 cal endar days after the applicable date specified in
paragraph (b)(2) of this section.

(iii) For the purposes of affected sources affected
by this section, you nust refer to the requirenments in
paragraph (b) of this section instead of the requirenments
of 863.2233 when conplying with 40 CFR part 63, subpart
DDDD.

14. \What records nust | keep?

(a) You nust keep records of the information used
in devel oping the | owrisk denonstration for your
affected source, including all of the information
specified in section 8 of this appendi x.

(b) You nust keep the records required in section
12(a) of this appendix to show continuous conpliance with
the operating requirenments for control devices.

(c) For each THC CEMS, you nust keep the records
specified in 863.2282(c) of 40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD

15. Definitions.

The definitions in 863.2292 of 40 CFR part 63,
subpart DDDD, apply to this appendi x. Additional
definitions applicable for this appendix are as foll ows:

Direct-fired process unit nmeans a process unit that
is heated by the passing of conmbustion exhaust directly
t hrough the process unit such that the process nateri al
is contacted by the conbustion exhaust.

Em ssion point means an individual stack or vent
froma process unit that emts HAP required for inclusion
in the lowrisk denonstration specified in this appendi x.
Process units may have nultiple em ssion points.
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Hazard I ndex (H) means the sum of nore than one
hazard quotient for nmultiple substances and/or nultiple
exposure pat hways.

Hazard Quotient (HQ neans the ratio of the
predi cted nmedia concentration of a pollutant to the nedia
concentration at which no adverse effects are expected.
For inhal ati on exposures, the HQ is calculated as the air
concentration divided by the reference concentration
(RFO).

Look-up table analysis neans a risk screening
anal ysi s based on conparing the toxicity-weighted HAP
em ssion rate fromthe affected source to the maxi num
al | owabl e toxicity-weighted HAP em ssion rates specified
in Tables 3 and 4 to this appendi x.

Ref erence Concentration (RfC) means an estimte
(with uncertainty spanni ng perhaps an order of magnitude)
of a continuous inhal ation exposure to the hunman
popul ation (including sensitive subgroups) that is |ikely
to be without an appreciable risk of deleterious effects
during a lifetime. It can be derived fromvarious types
of human or animal data, with uncertainty factors
generally applied to reflect Iimtations of the data
used.

Target organ specific hazard index (TOSH ) neans the
sum of hazard quotients for individual chem cals that
affect the sane organ or organ system (e.g., respiratory
system central nervous systen).

Unit Risk Estimate (URE) neans the upper-bound
excess lifetinme cancer risk estimated to result from
conti nuous exposure to an agent at a concentration of 1
m crogram per cubic neter (:g/nf) in air.

Wor st - case operating conditions neans operation of a
process unit during em ssions testing under the
conditions that result in the highest HAP em ssions or
that result in the em ssions stream conposition
(i ncludi ng HAP and non-HAP) that is nmost chal |l enging for
the control device if a control device is used. For
exanpl e, worst case conditions could include operation of
the process unit at maxi mum throughput, at its highest
tenperature, with the wood species mx likely to produce
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the nost HAP, and/or with the resin fornmul ation
contai ning the greatest HAP.
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Table 1 to Appendix B to Subpart DDDD of 40 CFR Part 63.
HAP That Miust be Included in the Denonstration of
Eligibility for the Lowrisk PCW Subcat egory.

For your analysis of the You nust include the follow ng
followi ng effects... HAP. .

(1) Chronic inhalation acet al dehyde, benzene, arsenic,
carci nogenic effects beryl l'ium cadm um chrom um | ead,

ni ckel , and fornal dehyde.

(2) Chronic inhalation acet al dehyde, acrol ein, cadm um
noncar ci nogeni c f or mal dehyde, and net hyl ene
respiratory effects di phenyl diisocyanate (MJ).

(3) Chronic inhalation manganese, |ead, and phenol
noncar ci nogeni ¢ CNS

effects

(4) Acute inhalation acrol ei n and formal dehyde.
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DDDD of 40 CFR part 63.

Em ssi on Test Met hods.

For. .. You nust. .. Usi ng. . .

(1) each process unit sel ect sanpling ports’ Method 1 or 1A of 40 CFR
| ocation and the part 60, appendix A (as
nunber of traverse appropriate).
poi nts

(2) each process unit determ ne vel ocity and Method 2 in addition to
volunetric flow rate; Met hod 2A, 2C, 2D, 2F, or

2G in appendix A to 40
CFR part 60 (as
appropriate).

(3) each process unit conduct gas nol ecul ar Method 3, 3A, or 3B in
wei ght anal ysi s appendix Ato 40 CFR part

60 (as appropriate).

(4) each process unit neasure noi sture Met hod 4 in appendix Ato
content of the stack 40 CFR part 60.
gas

(5) each process unit neasur e eni ssions of NCASI Met hod | M CAN Wp-

the follow ng HAP:
acet al dehyde,
acrol ei n,

f or mal dehyde, and
phenol

99.02 (IBR, see 40 CFR
63. 14(f)); OR Method 320
in appendix Ato 40 CFR
part 63; OR ASTM D6348- 03
(IBR, see 40 CFR

63. 14(b)) provided that
percent R as determ ned
in Annex A5 of ASTM
D6348-03 is equal or
greater than 70 percent
and | ess than or equal to
130 percent.

11'f EPA approves that your
det ect abl e ambunts of benzene or
be excluded fromthe testing requirenment

process unit will not
acrol ein,

em t
that unit may
in this table.
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nmeasur e em ssi ons of
benzenet

Met hod 320 in appendix A
to 40 CFR part 63; OR
ASTM D6348-03 (I BR, see
40 CFR 63. 14(b)) provided
that percent R as

determ ned in Annex A5 of
ASTM D6348-03 is equal or
greater than 70 percent
and |l ess than or equal to
130 percent.

(7) each press that
processes board contai ni ng
MDI resin

nmeasur e em ssi ons of
MDI

Met hod 320 in appendix A
to 40 CFR part 63; OR
Condi tional Test Method
(CTM 031 which is posted
on

http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/em
c/ctmhtn

(8) each direct-fired
process unit

nmeasur e em ssi ons of
the foll owi ng HAP
nmetal s: arsenic,
beryllium cadm um
chrom um | ead,
manganese, and ni ckel .

Met hod 29 in appendix A
to 40 CFR part 60.
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wood product press or
reconstituted wood product
board cooler with a HAP
control device
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neet the design

speci fications
included in the
definition of wood
products enclosure in
863. 2292 of subpart
DDDD of 40 CFR part 63

R

determ ne the percent
capture efficiency of
the encl osure
directing enissions to
an add-on contro

devi ce

Met hods 204 and 204A

t hrough 204F of 40 CFR
part 51, appendix Mto
determ ne capture
efficiency (except for
wood products encl osures
as defined in 863.2292).
Encl osures that neet the
definition of wood
products encl osure or
that nmeet Method 204
requirenents for a PTE
are assuned to have a
capture efficiency of 100
percent. Encl osures that
do not meet either the
PTE requirenents or
design criteria for a
wood products encl osure
nust deternine the
capture efficiency by
constructing a TTE
according to the

requi renents of Method
204 and appl yi ng Met hods
204A t hrough 204F (as
appropriate).

As an alternative to

Met hods 204 and 204A

t hrough 204F, you may use
the tracer gas met hod
contained in appendi x A
to subpart DDDD

(10) each reconstituted
wood product press or
reconstituted wood product
board cool er

determ ne the percent
capture efficiency

a TTE and Met hods 204 and
204A through 204F (as
appropriate) of 40 CFR
part 51, appendix M As
an alternative to
installing a TTE and
usi ng Met hods 204 and
204A through 204F, you
may use the tracer gas
net hod contained in
appendi x A to subpart
DDDD.




(11) each process unit

with a HAP control

devi ce
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establish the site-
speci fic operating
requirenents
(including the
paranmeter limts or
THC concentration
limts) in Table 2 to
subpart DDDD

data fromthe paraneter
noni toring systemor THC
CEMB and the applicable
per f or mance test

nmet hod(s) .
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DDDD of 40 CFR part

63.

Maxi mum Al | owabl e
Toxi city-Wei ghted Carci nogen Em ssion Rate (Ib/hr)/(zg/n®)

Di stance to Nearest Residence (m

St ack 0 50 100 150 200 250 500 1000 1500 2000 3000 5000
hei ght
(m
5 8. 72E-07] 8. 72E- 07| 8. 72E-07] 9. 63E-07 | 1. 25E-06 | 1. 51E- 06 2. 66E-06] 4. 25E-06 | 4. 39E- 06 | 4. 39E- 06| 4. 39E- 06| 5. OOE- 06
10 2.47E-06| 2. 47E-06| 2. 47TE- 06 2. 47E-06 | 2. 47TE- 06 | 2. 61E- 06| 3. 58E- 06| 5. 03E- 06 | 5. 89E- 06 | 5. 89E- 06| 5. 89E- 06| 6. 16E- 06
20 5.81E-06| 5. 81E-06| 5. 81E- 06} 5. 81E-06 | 5. 81E-06 | 5. 81E-06] 5. 90E-06] 7. 39E-06| 8. 90E-06 | 9. 97E-06] 9. 97E- 06| 1. 12E- 05
30 7.74E-06] 7. 74E-06] 7. 74E-06] 7. 74AE-06 | 7. 7T4E-06 | 7. 74E- 06| 8. 28E-06] 9. 49E-06| 1. 17E-05| 1. 35E- 05| 1. 55E- 05| 1. 61E- 05
40 9. 20E- 06| 9. 20E-06| 9. 20E- 06 | 9. 20E- 06 | 9. 20E- 06 | 9. 20E- 06| 9. 24E-06] 1. 17E-05] 1. 34E- 05| 1. 51E- 05| 1. 98E- 05| 2. 22E- 05
50 1. 02E-05] 1. 02E-05| 1. 02E-05) 1. 02E-05]1. 02E-05]| 1. 02E-05] 1. 02E-05] 1. 36E-05] 1. 53E- 05| 1. 66E- 05| 2. 37E- 05| 2. 95E- 05
60 1.13E-05] 1. 13E-05] 1. 13E- 05 1. 13E-05 1. 13E-05] 1. 13E-05| 1. 13E-05] 1. 53E-05| 1. 76E- 05 1. 85E- 05| 2. 51E- 05| 3. 45E- 05
70 1.23E-05] 1. 23E-05| 1. 23E-05Q 1. 23E-05] 1. 23E-05| 1. 23E-05] 1. 23E-05] 1. 72E- 05| 2. 04E- 05| 2. O6E- 05| 2. 66E- 05| 4. O7E- 05
80 1.34E-05] 1. 34E-05]| 1. 34E-05) 1. 34E-05] 1. 34E- 05| 1. 34E-05] 1. 34E-05] 1. 92E-05] 2. 15E- 05| 2. 31E-05] 2. 82E- 05| 4. 34E- 05
100 1.52E-05] 1. 52E-05] 1. 52E-05Q 1. 52E-05] 1. 52E-05| 1. 52E-05] 1. 52E-05] 1. 97E-05] 2. 40E- 05| 2. 79E-05] 3. 17E- 05| 4. 49E- 05
200 1. 76E-05] 1. 76E-05] 1. 76E-05 1. 76E-05| 1. 76E-05] 1. 76E- 05| 1. 76E- 05] 2. O6E- 05| 2. 94E- 05 3. 24E- 05| 4. 03E- 05| 5. 04E- 05

M R=1E- 06

Em ssion rates in table expressed as equival ents

nornal i zed to theoretical

HAP with URE = 1(:g/m)-




Table 4 to Appendix B to Subpart
Toxi ci ty-Wei ghted Noncarci nogen Em ssion Rate (Ib/hr)
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DDDD of 40 CFR part

63.

Maxi nrum Al | owabl e

Di stance to Nearest Residence (n)

St ack 0 50 100 150 200 250 500 1000 1500 2000 3000 5000
hei ght
(m
5 2.51E-01]2.51E-01] 3. 16E-01| 3. 16E-01| 3. 16E- 01| 3. 16E-01 ] 3. 16E- 01| 3. 46E-01| 4. 66E-01] 6. 21E-01| 9. 82E-01 | 1. 80E+00
10 5.62E-01]5.62E-01] 5. 62E-01| 5. 62E-01| 5. 62E- 01| 5. 62E-01] 5. 62E- 01| 5. 70E-01] 6. 33E-01] 7. 71E-01| 1. 13E+00 | 1. 97E+00
20 1. 43E+00| 1. 43E+00 | 1. 43E+00] 1. 43E+00] 1. 43E+00| 1. 43E+00 | 1. 43E+00| 1. 43E+00| 1. 68E+00| 1. 83E+00 | 2. 26E+00 | 3. 51E+00
30 2. 36E+00 | 2. 36E+00 | 2. 36E+00| 2. 36E+00| 2. 36E+00 | 2. 36E+00 | 2. 53E+00| 3. 04E+00| 3. 04E+00| 3. 33E+00 | 4. 45E+00 | 5. 81E+00
40 3. 11E+00 | 3. 11E+00 | 3. 11E+00| 3. 11E+00| 3. 11E+00| 3. 11E+00 | 3. 42E+00| 4. O4E+00| 5. O7E+00| 5. 51E+00 | 6. 39E+00 | 9. 63E+00
50 3. 93E+00 | 3. 93E+00 | 3. 93E+00| 3. 93E+00| 3. 93E+00 | 3. 93E+00 | 4. 49E+00| 4. 92E+00| 6. 95E+00| 7. 35E+00 | 8. 99E+00 | 1. 25E+01
60 4. 83E+00 | 4. 83E+00 | 4. 83E+00| 4. 83E+00| 4. 83E+00 | 4. 83E+00 | 5. 56E+00| 6. 13E+00| 7. 80E+00| 1. 01E+01 | 1. 10E+01 | 1. 63E+01
70 5. 77E+00 | 5. 77E+00| 5. 77E+00| 5. 77E+00| 5. 77E+00 | 5. 77E+00 | 6. 45E+00| 7. 71E+00| 8. 83E+00| 1. 18E+01| 1. 36E+01 | 1. 86E+01
80 6. 74E+00 | 6. 74E+00 | 6. 74E+00| 6. 74E+00| 6. 74E+00| 6. 74E+00 | 7. 12E+00| 9. 50E+00| 1. O1E+01| 1. 29E+01 | 1. 72E+01 | 2. 13E+01
100 8. 87E+00 | 8. 87E+00 | 8. 87E+00| 8. 87E+00| 8. 87E+00 | 8. 87E+00 | 8. 88E+00| 1. 19E+01| 1. 37E+01| 1. 55E+01 | 2. 38E+01 | 2. 89E+01
200 1. 70E+01 | 1. 70E+01 | 1. 70E+01] 1. 70E+01| 1. 70E+01 | 1. 70E+01 | 1. 70E+01| 2. O5E+01| 2. 93E+01| 3. 06E+01 | 4. 02E+01 | 4. 93E+01
However, EPA may require a nore stringent level in specific cases, which wll correspondingly render the

em ssion rates in the table nore stringent.
Emission rates in table expressed in | bs/hr as equivalents nornalized to theoretica

HAP with RFC = 1.0 g/ m




556
For the reasons stated in the preanble, title 40, chapter
|, part 429 of the Code of Federal Regulations is anmended
as follows:
PART 429- - [ AMENDED]
1. The authority citation for part 429 continues to read
as follows:
Aut hority: Secs. 301, 304(b), (c), (e), and (g), 306(b)
and (c), 307(a), (b), and (c) and 501 of the Clean Water
Act (the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendnents
of 1972, as anended by the Clean Water Act of 1977) (the
“Act”); 33 U.S. C 1911, 1314(b), (c), (e), and (g),
1316(b) and (c), 1917(b) and (c), and 1961; 86 Stat. 815,
Pub. L. 92-500; 91 Stat. 1567, Pub L. 95-217.
2. Section 429.11 is anended by revising paragraph (c)
to read as foll ows:

8429.11 General definitions.

* * * * *

(c) The term “process wastewater” specifically
excl udes non-contact cooling water, material storage yard
runoff (either raw material or processed wood storage),
boi I er bl owdown, and wastewater from washout of thernal
oxi di zers or catalytic oxidizers, wastewater from

biofilters, or wastewater from wet electrostatic
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preci pitators used upstream of thermal oxidizers or
catalytic oxidizers installed by facilities covered by
Subparts B, C, Dor Mto conply with the national
enm ssions standards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP)
for plywood and conposite wood products (PCWP) facilities
(40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD). For the dry process
har dboard, veneer, finishing, particleboard, and sawm || s
and planing mlls subcategories, fire control water is

excl uded fromthe definition.

* * * * *



